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ceaseless devotion, said indispensable encouragement,
have made the coenpletion of this task a reality;
to nay wife, 'Claire,
I dedicate, this work.
The Preface
Dr. Thomas Goodwin's body has lain in Bunhill Fields almost two hundred and
eighty years, but the controversy in which he had a part endures to the present day.
The proper understanding of this controversy and Goodwin's connection with it involves
an excursion of more than a day's journey into the Hrterland of seventeenth-century
Puritanism. 11" the way seems excessively long, and the study tedious, it is only be¬
cause we have endeavored at all times to allow the principal participants to speak for
themselves within the coc^ext of the seventeenth century. . .as well as against a back¬
drop of successive historical interpretation. And if we have left any stone unturned in
our journey, it was only because it was too big to move, or too slippery to hold, or
too camouflaged to see.
Those who have aided me in the course of the journey are too numerous to mention,
but there are some who have lent their hands and backs in pushing our vehicle through
bogs of concentrated research and whose assistance we must acknowledge. T©
Principal Charles S. Duthie (Scottish Congregational College), I owe my first thanks.
His back may be one of the sorest for pushing. Dr. Geoffrey F. Nuttall (New pollege,
University of JLondon), has graciously talked with me about the work, and has stimula¬
ted me through constructive criticism. Dr. S. W. Carruthers (of the Presbyterian
Historical Society of England), too, has shown interest in the thesis and has corres¬
ponded with me about various aspects of it. The Rev. James McEwen (now of
Aberdeen University), helped in the early stages of writing, lam indebted to these men
as well as to all my friends and family at home who have typed, proof read, and en¬
couraged me along the way.
Several library staffs have also been especially helpful. Besides the New College,
University of Edinburgh librarians, I wish to thank those of the Scottish National
Ldhrary who gave much assistance in tracing periodical literature. The librarian of
Magdalen College, Oxford, went to a great deal of trouble helping me discover
Goodwin materials. But to the staff of Dr. Williams's Library in London I owe
the most appreciation. They sent me scores of seventeenth-century Puritan tracts
through the mail, tracts which 1 could not find elsewhere. Other libraries which
I consulted were the Edinburgh City Library, the British Museum, the Bodleian
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Theological diapute a characteristic of the seventeenth century:
Ear-splitting claps of theological thunder repeatedly rent the religious
atriosphere of seventeenth-century England. Robert Baillie in his cheerless
voice referred to "These dayeg of deep and dangerous tryals, and too great
defection of many. Roger Williams believed that the times were "as great
a Storme, as ere poor Englands Commonwealth was tost in " in spite of the fact
that "Religion is our first care", ^ certainly a first love. And in 1645, another
Presbyterian writer named Samuel Hudson, 3 described the times as a
dainty criticall age.. .for the custom is every where now to
contend and quarrel about every part of Divinity, and he is
no body that cannot carp at, and wrangle against one truth or
other, so that all our practical Divinity is turn'd into Polemical,
and the power of godlinesse runs out into disputes, and those
truths which formerly seemed most firrre, plain, and smooth,
are now by the crotchets of mens braines ruane into such
division and become so knotty and prickly, that a man knows not
where to fasten on them, or how to hold them, but he shall prick
his fingers with one thorny objection or other.
Such descriptions are typical and when these theological "wrangling®" were
finally metamorphosed in the furnace of the fantastic period of 1640-1660, the
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result was igneous intrusion which has underlain English ecclesiastico-political
society for three hundred years.
Church government controversy one of the most important theological discussions:
One of the most far reaching of all seventeenth-century religious quarrels
was the Presbyterian-Independent controversy, which was a part of the Puritan
Revolution particularly involved with the church government. Many Puritans
felt that the key to most of the troubles of England lay in a solution of the church
government argument. As early as 1641, George Gillespie, one of the Scottish
Commissioners sent to London, wrote: "one controversie there is about the
government of the Church, and it is of such consequence, that were it well
resolved upon, and rightly agreed, it should facilitate a right resolution in other
matters which are in question. Ten years later, Gillespie was in his grave,
but the problem he had outlined was still present. William Dell, an Independent,
wrote in 1651:
To preserve our peace we have in Christ, we must be instructed
aright, in the matter of the Churches Government, because the
mistakes in this thing is so great a cause of controversie and
division among us at this day. *
History of the controversy:
The Presbyterian-Independent controversy had a long and involved history
before the opening of the Long Parliament in 1640, but it is a hazardous tasft to
trace its development back into the sixteenth century with any degree of accuracy.
Perhaps it can be traced from the birth of Non-conformity at F rankfo rt- on- the -
Main, under the reign of Queen Mary. Certainly, the tensions displayed there
are also discernible to some extent in the Presbyterian-Independent struggles
of a hundred years later. ^
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But the first real inkling we have of differences between the two groups
came some years later when Robert Browne, Harrison, Barrow and Green¬
wood became embroiled with the Presbyterians and especially Thomas Cartwright
near the three-quarter mark of the sixteenth century. Browne wrote that the
Presbyters were more vicious than the prelates:
In England also I have found much more wrong done me hy tho
preachers of discipline than by any of the bishops and n ">re
lordly usurping by them then by the other so that as in Scotland,
the preachers having no names of bishops, did im.prison me more
wrongfully than any bishop would have done, so these having neither
the name nor the power have yet usurped more than the bishops
which have power For before my first voyage beyond the
sea and since my last return I have been in m ore than twe
prisons. And for once imprisonment by the bishops I ha : been
more than thrice imprisoned by the preachers of their procuring .7
Seventy-five years later, the Independent leaders disclaimed all connect''
with the hated Brownists but in many respects, the controversy can still be
traced through Robert Browne's arguments with Cartwright .
Another outbreak of the controversy can be observed in Holland during the
early 1630's There seerms to have developed a classis composed of exiled
Congregationalists. Trouble began, when John Paget an English Presbyterian
refused to join this classis and instead, joined the Dutch reformed classis
Pamphlets soon appeared: Paget's "Twenty Propositions" were answered by
Thomas Hooker later to become famous on the other side of the Atlantic at
Hartford, Connecticut In these twenty questions the vital issues between the
Presbyterian and Independent polities were first exhibited in opposition to each
other ® By 1641 however, the controversy was still not well known. Richard
Baxter was twenty-five years old and a minister in Kidderminster, when he wrote:
"Till Mr Burton published his Protestation Protested, I never thought what
Presbytery or Independency were, nor ever spake with a man that seemed to know
it. And that was in 1641 when the war was brewing"^ Such public innocence as
Baxter's was short-lived. The presses were soon filled with literature on the
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subject and one need only peruse the pages of Dexter, 10 or McAlpin , H or
Thomsasoa^ to form an idea of its extent. The books and pamphlets which
flooded the country are far too numerous to discuss in detail here, but many will
be cited on succeeding pages.
The Westminster Assembly convened in the middle of 1643 and began debating
church government in the fall of that year, but when the Assembly was suddenly
electrified in January, 1644, by the recalcitrant five (i.e. the authors of the
Apologetical Narration), the controversy was begun in earnest. It raged for
almost twenty years and its influence on subsequent ecclesiastical-political history
can hardly be eclipsed by any other contemporary movement or debates.
Under Cromwell, these struggles continued even though the fields of conflict
shifted from the Westminster Assembly to such areas as the Committee of Triers
and the Committee of Visitors set up by Parliament to reform the University of
Oxford. Thomas Goodwin was in Holland in the late 1630's; he was one of the most
outspoken and universally respected men in the Assembly; he became a Trier
under Cromwell and was the leading spirit on the Committee of Visitors sent to
Oxford. He figures in almost every major encounter between Presbyterians and
Independents from 1633-1630.
At the Restoration, the emphasis shifted to an Episcopalian-Non-conformist
controversy and the two groups of antagonists began to draw closer together in
their mutual misery under the Episcopalian persecution. By the end of the century
the controversy appeared to be ended with the Heads of Agreement (1691). The
two groups agreed that "in all -substarsals we are fully of one mind; and from
this time hope more perfectly to rejoice in the Honour, Gifts, and Success of
each other, as our common good. This optimistic view was shattered within
a few years when the whole affair came to nought. Presbyterians and Independents
were further apart than they had ever really acknowledged.
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The controversy continued, but for our purposes it has no further bearing-
Thomas Goodwin died in 1680 and even the Heads of Agreement is beyoad the scope
of our particular interest. We proceed to examine some of the main areas of
difference which contributed to this lamentable conflict.
Principal divisions of the controversy:
Contrary to common opinion, the issues between Presbyterians and Independ¬
ents were not confined to the ecclesiastical realm. In this thesis, we have tried
not only to indicate the differences relating to the concept of the church, but we
have asked a further question: "What factors encouraged these differences about
church government in the Puritan Revolution?" And the answer seems to be that
divergent ecclesiastical doctrines were usually due to divergent bibliological
doctrines (especially of hermeneutics), which themselves were the result of the
Puritan concept of eschatology. A general statement of our thesis then is: The
Puritan's eschatological notions, when applied to his doctrine of biblical her¬
meneutics, produced (or at least contributed to) his ecclesiology.
By unravelling this supposed relationship among eschatology, ecclesiology,
and bibliology, a key may be found to unlock the Presbyterian -Independent
controversy.
The Puritan doctrine of the Bible will be discussed first, then his doctrine
of the last times as it applies to his interpretation of the Bible, and finally, the
vast differences between Presbyterian!sin and Congregationalism in their
respective ideas of the Church.
*Robert Baillie, A Dissuasive from the Errors Of Our Time (London, 1646),
"The Epistle Dedicatory11, unpaged!"
6
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Roger Williams, Queries of Highest Consideration Proposed to Mr. Tho.
Goodwin, et al.. .(London, 1644^ p7A27™*ATT"-™"
Samuel Hudson, The Essence and Unitie of the Church Catholike Vie-ible,
and the Priority thereoFTn"regarcT"of ffaHIcular Churchea"!3iseuisiH"(London,
1645), epistle "To the~Runpaged.
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George Gillespie, An Assertion of the Government of Scotland etc.
(Edinburgh, 1641), "Epistle to' the Sea'Sern^ unpaged. Thomas Goodwin stated in
his book. Of The Constitution, Order, and Discipline of the Churches of Christ
( Works, 106 edi), "y>l. lV, p. 241: 1 'this notion> that the re isfa Church on
Earth, hath through.. .Darkness been the main occasion of all Errors about
Ecclesiastical Government, Men not discerning what was the Church which Christ
intended:" Likewise, Daniel Cawdry, in his Church-Reformation Promoted; etc
(London: 1657), p. 20, asked this rhetorical question, ~ "What is meant by the
Church" and then answered, "This is the golden Apple of contention at this day,
and the cause of that confusion in our churches; whiles many lay claim rata it,
and challenge it to themselves. It were a work worthy all our prayers this day,
and all our endeavours, if any could decide this quarrel!'*".: John Owen, Oa Schism,
as cited in James Moffatt's The Golden Book of John Owen: etc. (London: Hcatler
and Stoughton, 1904), p. 103,° told a story"oFa£;cietiT*Greece to illustrate the
Puritan dilemma over Church government: "Athenaeus tells us of one Thrasiiaus,
an Athenian, who being frenetically distempered, whatever ships came into the
Piraeus he looked on them and thought them his own, and rejoiced as the master
of so great wealth, when he was not the oweaer of so much as a boat. Such a
distemper of pride and foly hath in like manner seized upon those persons with
whom we have to do, that wherever in Scripture they meet with the name church,
presently as though they were intended by it, they rejoice in the privilege of it,
when their concernment lies not at all therein" et Samuel R-utherfurd, in hi®
The Due Right of Presbyteries (London: 1644), p. 468, ended Ms epochal book
with the prayer that "The Lord, built his owns Temple in that Land, and fill it
with the cloud of his glory. " Few things possessed the Puritan mind more completely
than their concern over the Church and its government. On the same subject,
vide John Goodwin , Certain Briefe Observations.. .On (W. Prynne6s) Twelve
Quest-ione etc. (1644), pTL ™
William Deli, The Way of true pease and unity in the true Church o£ Christ
etc. (London, 1651), p. iSTTI " . ~
^Phillip Schaff, Creeds of Christendom (New York: Harper and Brothers,
1878), p. 704 (Vol. I); sum! Albert l^eel, ''"'to-operation of Presbyterians and Cos-
gregationalists: Some Previous Attempts", Transactions of the Congregational
Historical Society, XII (1933-36) p.147. " ~ —
1'Robert Browne, Reformation Without Tarrying for Anie, as cited bv Peel,
ibid.» p. 148. ~~ ~~~ — —a __
^Raymond Steams, Congregationalism in the Dutch Netherlands {Chicago:
American Society of Church History, 194fffl "Some of Stearns^s conclusions have
been recently criticised by Geoffrey Nuttall in hi® book Visible Saints, op. cit.,
p. 9, who believes that the leaders of this classis were really Presbyterians
(not Independents) and that the trouble aroused therein was caused by three In¬
dependents, Hugh Peters, Thomas Kooker, and John -Davenport. This is possible,
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but it still does not explain why Paget refused to join it and preferred rather
to have fellowship with the Dutch reformed clasais. If this so-called Independent
classis was really Presbyterian, why should not the Presbyterian champion, John
Paget, have a part in it? Cf. Berndt Gustafsson, The Five Dissenting Brethren;
A Study of the Dutch Background of their ladepeadentism (Lund; 1955), p. 32ff.
a
Richard Baxter, True Historical Councils etc., p.90, as cited by H.M.
Dexter, Congregationalism of the Last 300 Years As Seen in Its Literature
{London; Header & Stoughton,H576-?9), p. 5517"™*
**C.R. Gillett, Catalogue of the McAlpin Collection of British History and
Theology (New York; Plimpton Press, 5v<d., 1^27-19307".
^^Catalogue of the Pamphlets, Books, Newspapers and Manuscripts Relating
to the Civil war, tSe*Commonwealth, and Restoration, Collected by George
Thomason, 1640-165! (London: British Museum, 2 voL, 1908).
Heads of Agreement Assented to by the United Ministers In and About London:
Formerly caHed Presbyterians and Congregational (London: 1691),"Preface to
the reader", unpaged.
CHAPTER H
LITERATURE OF THE PRESBYTER!AN-INDEPENDENT CONTROVERSY
SECTION A: BIBLIOGRAPHIES
Between the years 1640-1660, it has been estimated that no leas than 30, 000
pamphlets and books on Church Government appeared in England.* According to
Hugh Peters, it was a "pamphlet-glutted age",,^ There were ©o many tracts that
Robert Baillie did not know which to send to hie correspondents^ And John Owen
warned that a man who
puts forth a book sentences his reason to the ganielope
fgauntlet?J : every: one will strive to have a lash at It
in its course; and he must be content to bear it, *
The importance of this pamphlet warfare cannot be overemphasised ae a
central criterion of the age. Both Presbyterians^ and Independents^ realised that
public opinion must be influenced through the press if their cause was to succeed.
Nor was it an accident that Scotland sent her rffeest peimita" to the Westminster
Assembly. ®
Not only is the ecclesiastical literature of the time multitudinous in number»9
but it is plagued by diffuseness. Many Puritans believed that it was a sin to leave
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anything unsaid about a given subject. To them, it was better to be voluminous
than to i*un the risk of being obscure. "Haste causeth brevity, " cautioned John
Goodwin, and "brevity obscurity". 1® Only a discouragiagly small nambe r had read
and digested William Ames's warning to authors:
all have not so great leasure, or so vast a wit, as to
hunt the Partrich in the Mountains, and Woods: but that
the condition of many doth rather require, that the nest it
selfe, or the seat of the matter which they pursue, bee
shewed without any more adoe. H
Those in the forefront of the literary controversy over church government were
the worst offenders. Presbyterians and Independents alike share in the blame.
With such a wealth of material available, 13 any selection is bound to be some¬
what capricious. The problem then arises in selecting the best things to read on
the subject of the Presbyterian-Independent controversy.
Several lists of books and pamphlets on the controversy were given by various
Puritan writera of the seventeenth century.*-^ Thomas Goodwin presented a short
bibliography in his epistle to Thomas Hooker's Survey. 15 The writers of the
"Epistle to the Header" in John Cotton's Way of the Churches, also mentioned
several books defending their point of view. A very good and yet concise summary
of the differences between Presbyterians and Independents is given by Thomas
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Hooker in his Preface to the Survey. In his Church Concord Baxter quoted
mostly from Norton and Rutherford in discussing the differences between the
Independents and Presbyterians.*® One of the most complete bibliographies of
19
the controversy was given by Baxter in his Directory.
SECTION B: THOMAS GOODWIN'S BOOK ON CHURCH GOVERNMENT
There were few books on the subject of Church Government written in the
seventeenth century more important than Thomas Goodwin's Of the Constitution,
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Order, and Discipline of the Churches of Christ. 20 its importance lies in several
areas. First of all, it represents the matured judgment of a Puritan whose
thought developed in the furnace heated by the fires of controversy which burned
throughout the whole of the seventeenth century, Thomas Goodwin was born in
1600 and died in 1680. His book was not published until 1696, and there is reason
to believe that publication was delayed because the writer wished to wait until his
ideas were thoroughly worked out. In many respects, Goodwin's book on govern¬
ment was his life work. There are indications that he was working on it forty
years or more. The book seems to have been begun as the result of the corres¬
pondence between Thomas Goodwin and John Goodwin in 1639"!640, ^ The
questions raised by John Goodwin seemed to start Thomas Goodwin off on the
course which subsequently resulted in the later work.
A good part of the book was written during the course of the Westminster
Assembly (1643-1648 ). Goodwin and his friends in the Assembly were asked on
March 21, 1644/5, to bring in their platform of church government. ^ Six days
later, the Assembly again voted that "the Dissenting brethren be desired to bring
in a platform of government concerning particular congregations, and on
April 4, 1645, they wen: made into a committee for that purpose. ^ When this
committee was formed, Thomas Goodwin asked permission to be absent from the
Assembly for the purpose of spending all his time on this "Independent modell".
The progress of this Independent attempt to produce a model for church
government was eagerly followed by the pamphleteers of the day. For six months,
Goodwin was gone from the Assembly working feverishly on this platform. The
apprehension of the Presbyterians can be seen from the accounts in Robert
Baillie's Journal. In a public letter, April 25, 1645, Bailiie writes.
The Independents, these six weeks, have not much
troubled the Assemblies for after we had been long
fire® troubled with their opposition to all things,
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it was found meet to put them to declare their mind
positive (jlyj what they would be at. This they have
shifted to this day, as it was thought, not fully
agreeing among themselves;.. .we expect daily when
they shall present to us their platform© of Church
Government. The AssemMie purposes not to take it
into publick debate, bot to give it to some committee,
that they Bay frame ane answer to it, if so it be found
convenient."
It is apparent that the Assembly was quite willing to be rid of the Independents
while they worked on their model, but they had no intention of doing anything with
the platform other than killing it is some committee. Little wonder that the
Independents were in no hurry to bring it in; there was no use. But the longer
Goodwin stayed away from the Assembly, the more anxious Baillie became.
Furthermore, events connected with the military pursuits of the civil war in¬
creased Presbyterian fears. After the great victory at Naseby, BaiUie wrote:
what retardment we may have from this great victoria,
obtained most by the Independent partie, and what that
rnodeil of government, whereupon Thomas Goodwin and
his brethren these three moneths hes been sitting so close,
that they very rarely, and he never at all hes yet appeared,
we doe not know, only we expect a very great assault, how
soone we know not, for a tolleration to we wot not what. "26
Thomas Goodwin's ominous absence from the Assembly plainly worried Baillie;
it is obvious that most of Ms trepidation centered on Goodwin more than on any
other of the Assembly Independents.^ By the first of September, 1645, Baillie
was beginning to suspect that the long awaited platform would never appear:
The Independents and sects are quiet, injoying peaceably
all their desyres, and increasing daily their partie: They
speak no more of bringing their model! in the Assemblie.^®
Hi® fears were well founded, because on October 14, 1645, he disgustedly reported:
We were in a long expectation of a modcll from the
Independents; but yesterday, after seven months
waiting, they have scorned us. The Assembly
haveing put them to it, to make a report of their
diligence, they gave us in a sheet or two of injurious
reasons why they would not give us any declaration of
their tenets. We have appointed a committee to answer
that iybeil. 29
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The Minutes of the Westminster Assembly record that on November 12, 1645,
these reasons of the Dissenting Brethren were printed and that Dr. Gouge acquaint¬
ed the Assembly with the fact. The Assembly therefore voted to hurry its
answer to them. 31 la their A Copy of a Remonstrance* 32 the brethren had given
several reasons for their refusal to bring in their platform. They had complained
that although the Independents had at last been given the right to form themselves
into a committee to bring in their model of government, yet in reality, most of
the parts of Presbytery had already been voted i.e. ordination by a Presbytery,
one Presbytery over many local churches, subordination of synods, etc. .33
Not only that, but the Assembly had never said what it would do with the In¬
dependent model once it was given in. 34 There was a strong suspicion that the
Presbyterians would never give the model a debate even after it was submitted:
we think that this Assembly hath no cause now to require
a Report «f «#» nor will that our Report be of any use
seeing that Reports are for Debates, and Debates are for
Resuits te be sent up to the Honorable House, who have
already voted another form of Government then what we
shall present. 35
The intensive research and effort which is obvious to the reader of Thomas
Goodwin's book on church government was almost certainly a product fo that seven
months absence from the Westminster Assembly, and although the Independents'
model never appeared in print, there can be little doubt that Thomas Goodwin's
Constitutuoa of Churches would have practically comprised that model had it ever
appeared.
The value of the book consists, therefore, in the fact that it represents not
only the thought of a leading Congregationalist Puritan, but also that it especially
presents that thought as it was influenced by the tremendous arguments of
Presbyterian Puritans within the Westminster Assembly. It is too bad that it did
not appear in the 164CPs, because coming out as it did in 1696, many years after
the great Presbyterian apologists were gone, there has never been an adequate
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answer by those of the contrary opinions to Goodwin's accomplishment. ^
The value of the book is greater to historians of the Westminster Assembly
than many others which have had more influence in some respects. It gives many
sidelights on debates in the Assembly which are lacking in the books of John Cotton,
Richard Mather, Thomas Hooker, or even John Owen, none of whom were present
at Westminster. Goodwin's views were formed in the midst of continuous attack
from those of other ecclesiastical convictions i.e. Presbyterians and Anglicans
whereas Congregationalist defenders hi New England were too far removed to
develop their theories under the heavy fire of opposing divines; theirs were more
theoretical. Furthermore, the thousands and thousands of tracts rolling off the
presses at such an alarming rate undoubtedly exercised greater influence on
Puritans in England than on those in New England. Many of these tracts found
their way across the Atlantic, but it took two or three years for many of them
to reach the hands of American readers.. .long after the divines in England had
seen, read, and answered them.
One might ask, "Why was there a necessity for Goodwin to write a defense
of Congregational polity, when there were so many able apologies already in
being?" Thomas Hooker's Survey, Cotton's Way of the Churches, and others were
very well read, 38 but there are at least three contributing factors. First of all,
Goodwin was the only one of the great Congregational leaders attending the Assembly.
His views are peculiarly significant for understanding the subtle differences between
Presbyterians and Independents. Secondly, Goodwin did not agree with Cotton on
many points and he may well have felt that he must present his own views in
contradistinction to Cotton's. If Goodwin had agreed wholeheartedly with John
Cotton, then he would undoubtedly have persuaded his brethren to submit one of
Cotton's books as their long awaited :'model!" thereby saving themselves many
months of effort. That they did not consider Cotton's ideas acceptable is evident
14
from many other facts also. ^9
A third, and perhaps more pertinent reason, for Thomas Goodwin's wishing
to produce a book of his own, was that there was so much clamor for the in¬
dependent platform by almost every Presbyterian writer of the time.There
can be little doubt that Goodwin became more and more susceptible to these
innuendos as time went on.^
Thomas Goodwin's book, The Constitution of Churches, first appeared in
print sixteen years after the death of the author, in 1696. ^ Because the West¬
minster Assembly had ceased almost fifty years before, historians have not con¬
sidered it as a primary source of material for the debates in that famous
sederunt. This is a very great error, because there are ample reasons to
nOTI—^ .—.-.i- .u.-
suggest that the book was written in the 1640's, yet not printed until later for
some unknown reason. The following are indicative: (1) Goodwin refers to the
king as if he were still alive.43 (2) Thomas Goodwin describes the existence of
44
Presbyterianism is such terms that it could only fit in with the 1640's. (3)
There is a marginal reference inserted by the editors which says that "this
Discourse was written in 1646. When there were those heats against the
Dissenting Brethren, who asserted the Congregational way of Churches, et there¬
fore all must be understood as relating to those times. (4) Sometimes, Good¬
win seems to have veiled references to the tremendous pamphlet warfare in the
1640's.^ (5) There is a parallel with the Introduction to Thomas Hooker's Survey
written in 1648, which may indicate that Goodwin copied out part of his notes in
order to write the introduction. ^ (6) The strongest reason for dating Goodwin's
book in the 1640's is the fact that he often refers to the Westminster Assembly in
the present tense,.. .as if it were still sitting.4®
If Thomas Goodwin did write his book on Government in the 1640's as appears
likely from the internal evidence (supra), then the question immediately arises,
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"Why did he not publish it before his death?" Here vw? must speculate. Perhaps
it was because he was such a thorough person and wished to see exactly what the
Presbyterians would do before he produced his final platform. Again, it may have
been lack of time, because he was swept up in a great rush of events after
Cromwell came to power. Later on in the 1650's he wished to retire and to finish
some books he had begun.^ Another possible reason for his delay in publishing
his own book was that he felt that Hooker's Survey was to be the long awaited
"model!". A further suggestion might be centered in Goodwin's pessimism. In
Hooker's Survey, he wrote:
from our first entrance into this conflict [i.e. over
church govemmenfj , 1 made account and lookt for
it, That this truth [I.e. IndepeadeaeyJ and ail that
should be said for it, was ordained as Christ.. .to
be as a seed® o£ come, which unless® it fall to the
ground and dye, and this perhaps together with some
of the persons that professe it, it brings not forth
much fruitSl
It may very well have been that Thomas Goodwin felt that Independency would not
triumph until some of its early leaders had passed away; he may even have re¬
quested that his book on government be published only after his death. Such a
thing would have suited his character, overly stern, solemn, and rather morbid.
The one main question which remains for us to discuss concerning the Con¬
stitution of Churches is its possible relation to the fourteen or fifteen volumes of
notes which Thomas Goodwin is supposed to have taken at the Westminster Assembly
A very strong case could be made to support the contention that this book on gov¬
ernment is nothing other than the reworked notes which Goodwin took at the
Assembly. It was once thought that these notes were in the Williams Library,
but these turned out to be the official minutes later published by Mitchell and
Struthers. Goodwin's notes have apparently been 'lost" although they were
known up till the middle of the eighteenth century. The son of Thomas Goodwin
wrote in the "Life" of his father, that these fifteen volumes were still in his
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possession. 53 The question is, when was this life written.? The Constitution of
Churches appeared in 1696. and if the son wrote the life after this, then our theory
is not valid, because the notes were then spoken of as being separate from the
book on Government. But if, on the other hand, "An Account of the Author's Life
from his own Memoirs" was written, before the edition 1696, then it is still
feasible that the notes of the Westminster Assembly and the book on government
are one and the same in substance. ^
Of course, if this theory be true, then Thomas Goodwin's book is a first
class record of the debates in the Assembly . . .and written from the standpoint of
the Independents. It was written by a divine who led in those debates and whose
arguments were molded by the conflict with his learned contemporaries in the
Assembly. Historians of the Westminster Assembly have slighted this book and
almost invariably done injustice to the Independents by so doing. The only other
sources of material we have about the sederunt are from the pens of Presbyterian
divines. Furthermore, if this theory be true, then it would partially explain why
we have no notes extant today. The editors did not publish them because they
were already included in the Constitution of Churches. The notes may yet
turn up some day, but if this theory is valid, then we already have them in book
form. It is certain that some material from the notes found its way into the
Constitution of Churches. How much of it which did so is conjectural, but there
is very little likelihood that the book on government had no connection with these
fifteen volumes of Westminster Assembly notes. Many of the arguments omitted
by Gillespie, Lightfoot, and the official minutes, are more complete in Thomas
Goodwin's book. No doubt, if this publication were given its proper place among
the materials of the Westminster Assembly, the Independents would appear in a
much stronger light than, they do now. It is perhaps the only document extant
which can give as a balanced view of the workings of the Assembly, taken in
conjunction with the other primary source materials.
*Vide Philip Scnaff, The Creeds of Christendom with A History and Critical
Notes. (New York: HarpSTfe BYStKhrT, 1878), p. '/Ul.TTeT J&IKefl HSTfrn, A Short
HfS"R5Yy of Puritanism (Edinburgh T. & T. Clark, 1908), p. 169. G.P. GoocK,
wTitihg iriHthe English Historical Review (1896), p. 579, spoke of the "2,000 volumes
of pamphlet literature written during the period of the Puritan revolution. This is
cited by James Moffat, The Golden Book of John Owen (London: Hodder and
Stoughton, 1904), p.xvi. Most histoHSns~have agreed that the beginning of this
marvelous era of pamphleteering was the publishing in 1640 of Bishop Joseph Hall's
treatise on Episcopacy by Divine Right. Yide e.g. Henry W. Clark, History of
English Nond&MdttgSltyTSrognffTeiif t6 the~CISae of the Nineteenth CentOTYtLbiiaon:
ChApman Arid H&ll, LimtEg37 1911)7 P*« 31*97 1; 6t HgrgfC 6p. tit., p. 168. Bishop
Hall's book was answered by Smectymnuans (Stephen MSksKStl, Edmund Calamy,
Thomas Young, Matthew Newcomen, William Spurstow), who published the first
true defence of Presbyterianism since Cartwright. The Independent leaders did
not enter the book lists until after 1643/4. They claimed in their Apologeticall
Narration, pp.15, 25, that they had published nothing prior to it. but this does not
mean that"the re had been no pamphlets published before this date. George
Gillespie, in his An Assertion of the Government of the Church of Scotland, etc.
(Edinburgh: 1641), "Tb the Keadef^ unp&ged, *&i3"tggt th4tte weYe bfesides
Episcopalians who had written against Presbytery prior to 1641. The pamplet
war was on.
^Richard Mather, Church-Government and Church-Covenant Discussed, etc.
(London: 1643), "Epistle to the Reader", uripSgjRTi
David Laing (ed.), The Letters and Journals of Robert Baillie etc.
(Edinburgh: Robert Ogle, 1841), p. 271,"Tl, in a letter to R. Ramsay, May 4,1645,
"Pamphlets 1 will send you none, there are so many, and 1 cannot choise [sic] ;
for I have some hundreds to myself."
^Cited in Moffat, Golden Book, op. cit., p. 204.
-*E. g, Richard Vines, in his The Authours, Nature, and Danger of Haeresie.
(London: 1647), p. 66, bemoans the fact that the press is being misused, "Nor is
it the Pulpit which can keep off the infection whiles the poison is carried up and
downe in hooks, and cryed at mens doors every day. "
^E.g. the anonymous author of Tolleration Justified, and Persecution con¬
demn'd. In An Answer or Examination, of the London-Ministers Letter etc.
(London: f516)7 p. 2, complaias~that the I^reSByterians are trying "to make the
separation and Independents odious by scandals and untrue reports of them, in
confidence of having the presse in their own hands. " That Independents saw the
importance of winning public recognition is also evident from the fact that many
CongregatiDualists who had fled to Holland under Laud were busy writing and
sending books back to the nonconformists in England. Vide Stearns, op. cit.,
p.57.
^William Haller (ed.) Traces on Liberty in the Puritan Revolution 1638-1647
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1934), pT3*6, X, asserts that the pamphlet
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war of 1643, ''pointed unmistakably to the emergence of public opinion as a
decisive factor in public life." It was essential for every party to put its best
foot forward for the public to have the best possible view of them. Thus, the
Westminster Assembly was perturbed when some of its press releases were
garbled and misprinted. Vide Alexander F. Mitchell, The Westminster Assembly
(London; James Miabet & Co., 1883), p. 301.
^Baiilie, Letters and Journals, op. cit., p.70, II, June 2, 1643.
^George Newton Could in, Biblical Criticism and Heresy in Milton {New York:
Kings Crown Press, Columbia University, 1949), p. 11. describes Ihe situation in
these words: "whole sections of library stacks would be required to shelve even
a decade's output, and the recorded exegetical bibliography of the whole age re¬
quires several votoes." Puritans like Richard Baxter were known for their
voluminous literary productions. A.G. Mathews, "Bibliography of Richard
Baxter", Transactions of the Congregational Historical Society, vol. 11 (1930-32),
tributions such as poems, sermons, prefaces to others' books, etc. Hugh Martin,
in his Puritanism and Richard Baxter (London: Student Christian Movement, 1954),
p.125, traced 168 BSbks which Baxter wrote thereby exceeding Mathews's figure.
In reading much of this Puritan literature, the wish often flashes across the
reader's mind, that there had been more like John Coaaat, the Vice-Chancellor
of Oxford after Owen. Accounts indicate that he was so modest that he burnt all
of his lectures and sermons after preaching them. Wood said that "he hath
published nothing", which was certainly unusual for the age! Vide Montagu
Burrows, The Register of the Visitors of the University of Oxford, from A. D.1647 to
1658 (PrintecTfor the Hamclen Society, 11T81 J7~puxlix. The pity was that more'cfT3 ~~
not follow his example!
*®John Goodwin, A Reply of two of the brethren to A.S. Adam Steuart etc.
(London; 1644), "A Word to the Reader", unpaged.
William Ames, The Marrow of Sacred Divinity, Drawne Out of the holy
Scriptures, and the Interpreters thereof, and~ferought into Method.""{London:
n.d.), ''A Brief Premonition, or forewarning of the Author! thouchmg the reason
of Ms purpose, " unpaged. Richard Byfield, The Power of the Christ of God etc.
(London: 1641), epistle "To the Reader" unpaged, evidently took AmesTs~a"3vice
and apologized fox the brevity of his treatise (being only 46 pages long!): "Here
you are not sent to hunt the Partridge in the Mountainss, or the Deere in the
Forrest, but you are brought to the very nest and seate of the thing. The brevity
helps the memory. "
1 ?i John Goodwin had this complaint about some writers: 'Some write so
voluminous, heaping up so many distinctions about it i.e. church government ,
that they rather darken the truth then set it forth, rather intangle a mans un¬
derstanding then informe it". Vide his Certain briefe Observations and Anti-
quaeries: On Master Prin's Twelve QueiHog^^Sout"Church"Goverhment'elc.
(London: 1611), p.I. Thomas Edwards's Antapologia: fJF!Tl:*uir*3jaswef to the
ApoXogeticall Narration of Mr, Goodwin, ~et al, (London: F646fT was a book of
259 pages of close print to answer the Apologeticall Narration which had less than
fifty pages. Two of the most influencial books cm Congregational polity were no
better. Thomas Hooker's A Survey of the Summe of Church-Discipline, etc.
(London: 1648), was a very lengthy book~of four parts"! Part 1 had fifteen chapters
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and 296 pages; Part II had 3 chaps- and 90 pages; Part IH had 3 chap3. and 46
pages; et Part IV contained 3 chaps, and 59 pages a grand total of
24 chapters and 491 pages of close print. Thomas Goodwin's Of the Constitution
Order, and Discipline of the Churches of Christ (Works, I696~ed7"}~. vol IV, had
406 iarge~pageIT The only"redeeming fixture about Goodwin's book is that he did
summarise the main points in his The Government and Discipline of the Churches
of Christ, propos'd familiarly by why of uuestion and"Answer (wofks7~l696 ed. XT
vol". IV, which only had some 35 pSges ~ Even these~lengrhy discburses cannot
complete with the works of Samuel Rutherford on Preshyterianism or with a book
like Baxter's Directory. The length of the last book almost staggers the imagina¬
tion.
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Three of the best collections of literature are the McAlpln in Union
Theological Seminary in New York, the Thomason in the British Museum, and
the H.M. Dexter in Yale Divinity School. The Catalogues are the Catalogue of
the MeAlpin Collection of British History and Theology (New York: Plimpton
Press, 1927-1930), ed. by Charles Ripley Gillett; The Catalogue of the Pamphlets,
Books, Newspapers, and Manuscripts Relating to the Civil War, the Commonwealth,
and Restoration, Collected by George Thomason, 1640 -1661. (London: British
Museum, 1908) ed. by G.K. Fortescue; et Henry Martyn Dexter, The Congrega¬
tionalism of the Last Three Hundred Years As Seen In Its Literature (London:
Hodd&r & Stoughton, 1876-79). The McAlpin is the most reliable catalogue of the
three. Vide David W. Petegoxsky, Left Wing Democracy in the English Civil
War: A Study of the Social Philosophy of Gerrard Winstanley (London: Victor
Gollaacz Ltd., 1940), p.251; S.W. Carruthers, "Catalogue of the McAlpin.
Collection of British History and Theology. Union Theological Seminary, New
York", Journal of the Presbyterian Historical Society of England, vol.4 (1928-
1931), p.184; et Haller, Tracts on Liberty, op. cit.,p,144, I, who says that it is
"the most useful bibliographical tool for dealing with the pamphlets of the period. "
Most writers have cautioned against relying too strongly on the accuracy of the
Thomason catalogue. Vide e.g. Petegorsky, op. cit., p. 251; et Haller, op. cit.,
p.143, I, "the Catalogue is indispensable but unreliable.. .The index is inaccurate,
incomplete, and confused. " Haller also says that Dexter's list is "somewhat in¬
accurate" (p. 144, I, ibid.). In spite of this many historians have referred
approvingly to Dexter's list. Vide e.g. Albert Peel, The Savoy Declaration of
Faith and Order, 1658 (London: Independent Press, 1939), p.7n. Halier (supra)
is a good key with which to begin any study of these pamphlet collections. Wilbur
K. Jordan, The Development of Religious Toleration in England 1640-1660
(London: George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1938), pp. 302-306 gives a lengthy list of
pamphlets published by Presbyterians between 1644-1648. Besides lists such as
these, there is a vast amount of modern literature on the subject of Puritanism,
including the enormous quantity of periodical literature. One periodical is
Church History, published by the American Society of Church History. This is
published quarterly and usually has about three articles. Between the years 1934-
1957, 25 issues contained at least one article on Puritanism (sometimes there were
more than one article in an issue). And as there were only 56 issues all told
during this period, then it means that the subject of Puritanism appeared in
almost half of the entire series of publications. A safe estimate would be that at
least one third of all the articles in this magazine have been devoted to seven¬
teenth century Puritanism during the years 1934-1957. Another fruitful field of
research is the many record publications of various county and private historical
societies in England, which publish out of the way journals, diaries, papers,
manuscripts, etc. An excellent guide to this material is Robert Somerville's




Vide the annotated bibliography for this present author8s suggestions as to
the best books on the controversy.
^Thomas Hooker, Survey, op. eit., "Epistle'1, unpaged. The books on
Independency which Goodwin recommended were: John Norton's answer to
Apollonius, Mr. Shepherd and Mr. Allen in their defence of the nine questions
and positions from New England., the reasons and answers of the Dissenting
Brethren in the Assembly, transactions in the Committee on Accomodation, and
Mr. Cotton's answer to Mr. Bayly.
*^John Cotton, The Way of the Churches of Christ in New England, etc,
(London: 1645), tmpSged." TfcSsSlvrisera listThe followTalfSSoks on Independency:
The answer to thirty two questions by the elders of New England, the Apclogeticall
Narration, Cotton2 s Keys, the Reasons of the Dissenting Brethren, Thornas Good-
wife's1 6*5£nplete "model! " (then in jiroSIss of composition), the seven propositions
of the Independents to the sub -committee of accommodation, and now the Way of
the Churches.
*^Hooker, Survey, op. cit., unpaged.
Richard Baxter, Church Concord: etc. (London: 1691). Norton's book
called Responslo ad Totaan' cSuaisflonum: Syllogen a clarriaimo Viro Domino
Cuiiielmo Apoilonlo etc. (Londini: 1648), was mghly thought of and Benjamin
Hanbury, Historical Memorials Relating to the Independents, etc. (London: printed
for the Congregational Union of England ancf Wales, 1839-1844), p. 42?, II, says that
it was the first book published in Latin from New England. Thomas Fuller, Church
History, op. cit., p.467, HI, said of Norton's book: "of all the authors I have
perused concerning the opinions of these Dissenting Brethren, none to me was more
informative than Mr. John Norton (one of no less learning than modesty), minister
in New England, in his answer to Apoiloaius, pastor in the church of Middleburgh. H
^Richard Baxter, A Christian Directory: etc. (London: 1678), part III, p. 197,
gives a bibliography ofTwelvd different controversies raging in the seventeenth
century: (1) Protestants vs. Papists; (2) predestination, grace, free will; (3)
Socmiaxiam and Ariaaism; (4) Of Justification; (5) Antinomianism and libertinism;
(6) Infant baptism; (7) Lord's .Day vs. Christian Sabbath; (8) Diocesan prelacy;
(9) English conformity including the liturgy and ceremonies; (10) Erastianism;
(XX) Separation; (12) Independency. On this last controversy, Baxter lists the
following on the Independent side: Norton, Hooker, Allen and Shepherd,Burton,
Apollogeticall Narration, Reasons, and Owen's catechism. For the Presbyterians,
he fe'dhtiohs JoEh B&H," Rutherford, Assembly's reply to the Reasons,. Jus
Divinum of the London ministers, C&wdry against Owen and Ben CamfieTcThgainst
uwen's catechism.
Norton Davies. The Worship of the English Puritans (Westminster: Dacre
Press, 1948), p. 233, said that the "fullest account of the~exercise of
ecclesiastical discipline is that by Thomas Goodwin in his book. " John Hunt,
Religious Thought in England from the Reformation to the End of the Last Century
'(London:"Stxathan & do.7 1873), pp. 214-215, "1, 'also"Sam a'dfscussxoh of Goodwin's
book on church government.
?! Two Letters Which passed between the Reverend Mr. John Goodwin and the
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Author (Works of Thomas Goodwin, 1696 ed.), p. 47, IV, "I shall," wrote Thomas,
11 God willing,""put myself to further Pains, yet to show more largely the fundation
of our Church-work, aas so of this Practice; and in doing this I shall take the larger
Compass, and require the more time." Four years later, Thomas Goodwin and
Philip Nye spoke in the preface to John Cotton's The Keyes Of the Kingdom of Heaven
etc. (London: 1644), p. 8, of "our owne Notes and transcripts written iong~ago" on the
subject of church government. This must indicate that considerable progress had
been made from the time of the John Goodwin correspondence four years before.
Mitchell et Struthers, Minutes, op. cit. p. 63, Sess.402.
^Ibid., p. 73, Sess.404, March 27, 1644/5. "*%bid. , p. 76, Sess. 410.
y £
Baillie, Letters and Journals, op. cit., p. 266, II.
, p. 291, II, public letter, July 1, 1645.
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In another letter, undated, 1645, Baillie reported: "since? Apryle we have not
been, much troubled with the Independents; for since that time they have been about
the model! of their way, and have not since much minded the Assemblies and what
they have done, all yet is secret. Many think they cannot agree among themselves"
(ibid. , p. 306, II). Baillie was wrong about the cause for delay. Subsequent history
shows that the Independents were remarkably in agreement considering that they
had no precedent to follow. Furthermore, Thomas Goodwin's usual practice was to
avoid hasty writing, but rather always to insist on thoroughness.
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Ibid., p. 315, II, to Spang, Sept. 5,1645. Cf, Mitchell et Struthers, Minutes,
op. cit.,~p.132, Sess. 506, Sept. 22, 1645. The Assembly was rapidly becoming
Impatient with the Independents for not producing their model. On this day, the
Assembly voted to require that the Dissenting Brethren bring in their model (or at
least an interim report) on Monday a fortnight ahead. On Oct. 6, 1645 Nye reported
for the Committee that they needed mors time and that "some of the brethren were
out of town" (ibid. , p.135, Sess. 512). As a result of this request, the Assembly voted
to give them another week to report,
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Baillie, Letters and Journals, op. cit. , p. 318, II, Sept. 5,1645, to Spang. Cf.
Minute s, op. cit., p. 145, §e s s .5177" Oct.13, 1645. Simpson reported from the com¬
mittee ancT gave in certain "reasons why they did not think fit to bring in their model
of government. "
30
Minutes, op. cit., p.162, Sess. 533.
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Part of the Assembly's consternation was well founded, because the Parlia¬
ment. as a result of the printing of these reasons, sent down an order for a
Committee of Accommodation to be set up. Vide Minutes, op. cit., p. 163, Sess,
536, Nov. 17, 1645.
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The full title was A Copy of a Remonstrance Lately Delivered in to the
Assembly. By Thomas GooctwmT Jerem. Burroughs. William GreenhiTF. William
Bridge. £>hilfp~Nie~SidracTTSlmson.~~aHePWfiliair' Carter. Declaring the Grounds and
"Seasons of their~3eclSmg to bring in to the Assembly!" their Modell of -Church
TToverHmAhtT^IIonaon: 16¥5).~The t ract~\va~i~actually published by some anonymous
person against the wishes of the authors of it. According to this publisher, he
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printed it because of Presbyterian slanders against the Independents, viz. that
"they had in their conceptions some Chimera, or some Utopian Frame, which in
the issue would prove either absortiv© or ridiculous" (To the Reader", p. 2..).
33Copy of a Remonstrance, op. clt., p. 6. 34Ibid., p.?.
35
Ibid., p. 8. That this accusation was true is evident from Baillie's
testimony. Vide supra.
That Thomas Goodwin's model was considered to be the official Independent
platform of government was probably the reason he was chosen by Parliament to
help edit the debates in the Assembly over Presbytery and Independency. Vide The
Grand Debate Concerning Presbytery and Independency By the Assembly o? Divines
convened at Westminster by authority of Parliament, etc. (London: l652)r~The act of
Parliament is given in an unpaged sheet prefixed to this tract: "Die Jovis.3. Febr.
1647 1648 Ordered by the Lords in Parliament Assembled, That Mr. Thomas
Goodwin and Mr. Whitaker, shall have the oversight and perusal of such Papers
and Writings as Mr. Byfield hath order to Print; And that the said Mr. Goodwin and
Mr. Whitaker have free liberty to peruse the Originals of the said Papers and
Writings before they go to the press©. " Thomas Goodwin's experience working on
the model in the Assembly and his experience preparing the Grand Debate certainly
gave him much opportunity to work on his Constitution of Churches which must have
comprised his model. The book was not yet finished when Goodwin wrote to the Rev.
Robert Asty of f^arwich, from London, on March 25, 1675. He speaks only of his
notes on government, evidently still in a state of being processed. Vide Works
(1696 ed.), vol. IV, for this letter, p. 51. This means that Goodwin possibly spent
part of the last four years of his life (1675-1679) working on this book.
-^So far as we can gather from the pages of H. M. Dexter, op. cit., there has
never been any Presbyterian answer to this book of Thomas Goodwin.
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John Lightfoofc's The Journal of the Proceedings of the Assembly of Divines:
etc. (London: ed. by John Rogers Pitman, Works, VofT Kill, 1824), p.ir9f™7anT24,
records one possible reason for Goodwin's desire to prepare a book of his own. On
that day (and on other occasions) the Scottish Commissioners distributed copies of
their government to the members of the .Assembly. It is very probable that such
occurrences only encouraged the Independents to produce their own literature as
rapidly as possible.
39Vide infra on the differences between Cotton and Goodwin over the Keys
of the "Kingdom of Heaven.
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Some of these Presbyterian requests for the Independent model are the
following; Daniel Cawdrey, The Inc onsisfceacie of the Independent Way, With
Scripture and It Self. etc. (London: 1651), "T"Ee Epistle to the Dissenting
Brethren", unpaged". Cawdrey complains that he is still waiting for the Independent
model. John Dury, Epistolary Discourse to Tho. Goodwin, et al. (London; 1644),
p. 17. Dury says that he is glad to see the XpoTbgetlcall Narration, because "it
hath given some generall satisfaction in that which I did require hitherto from
them, but could never obtain, which was to know the true point of difference
betwixt them and the other Refoarmed Churches. " Again, Dury speaks of the
Independents' "great silence concerning the Rules of Government which is like
a guard of darknesse over their proceedings" (ibid., p. 30). John Vicars,
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Scfcimastick Sifted, op. cit., p. 18, spoke of the "shameless© and slanderous
fhrnnnratrancsragainst the-Asserrbly of Divines" because of the Independent re -
iusal to bring in their platform. Vicars said that the Independent s had been urged
to publish their platforrr by all ministers in Londan as well as by the Assembly
(loc . cit.) and at last Thomas Goodwin began work on it. "All stood, as it were
gaping and gazing triumphantly, to see it, but it never appeared (p. 19, ibid).
Thomas Edwards, Antapologia, op. eit. , p. 9, also complained that the TSdlTpeadents
still had not produced their fJTbdSTT ""William Rathb&nd, A Briei'e Narration of Some
Church Courses Held in Opinion and Practise in the Chufbli^a~TtTtety~CT££ tsdrh
New Engldhd. (Loisasnri644), "Preface t6 the"Keatter", unp&ged, h&d & similar
griev4Ade. Baillie in his A Dissuasive from the Errours of the Tirr e (London:
1646), p. 101, said that even-if the Imlepeiufetrtg-ev^r did produce tbrenrr model ( and
he doubted that they would) there could be no guarantee that the Independent doctrine
of progressive interpretation wouldn't cause them to change their platform at any
given time. The annonymous writer of the Viadiciae Clavium; etc. (London: 1645),
in his "To the Reader", unpaged, also rraula tin; Independents for not. bringing out
their rrodel. Apollonius, A Consideration of Certain Controversies at this time
agitated in the Kingdorr e of~Eugland, Corncaming1 the Ouveu'mi:eul of-the -Church of
■Qodwertc (fcqntknrr~t64'5) ,-
SOiiil
4 . . . luu, " uupag.
of those brethren of the contrary opinion [i.e. Independents? do in ought
differ from them [i.e. the Reformed ChurchesJ we wish they would declare, so much
by publike writing, and express® it by common consent, .... For not 'without cause
do the godly conceive that those are hatching some monster, that use shifts, and
dare not with open face clearly set downs and maintaine their opinions. !i Et A
Letter of the Ministers of the City of London, ^reseated the first of Jan.. rod5-. to
thg-Rgve reud:'Assembly of'Divines Sittnxg"3t~W e b tu> ina le j -by rzttmhcrrity-rf Parliament,
Independents would be "extreamly unseasonable and praeproperous [sicj because
It is not yet known what the government of the Independent is, neither~wculd they
ever yet vouchsafe to let the world know what they hold in that point. "
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Many Independent writers outside the Assembly were keenly aware ol the
accusations make against them for not producing their model. Henry Burton,
Conformities deformity, etc. (London: 1646), p. 9, referred to the Independent
model; likewise the anonymous author of Toleration Justified, op. cit. , p. 5, who
tries to vindicate the Independents from the Presbyterian charges,. The authors of
the "Epistle to the Reader", unpaged, Cotton's Way of the Churches, op. cit., gav«
a whole list of books which showed that Congregational ists were not ashamed of
their platforms. .. .and that Presbyterians were not correct in their assertions.
"*
We have found no reference to its ever having been circulated in manuscript
form before publication. It was com.man practice for books to be circulated prior
to publication. E.g. Thomas Edwards, in his Antapologia, op. cit., "To the Christ¬
ian Reader", unpaged, corn-plained that his 'book was attacked m print five days
before it ever came off the presses. In the same book, Edwards accused the
Apologists of having circulated their views by letter and manuscript for several
years before they published their Narration (vide p. 7, Antapologia). The authors of
the "Epistle to the Reader", unpage37~^~^bttonTs Way oTTSe Charehe s, op. cit.,
said that that book, also, was attacked in print before tlTeHceiisera ever-allowed it
to be printed. John V,ungate Thornton, The Historical Relation of New England to
the English Commonwealth (Boston: 1874. private printing]T7Hp7T3;ar7 reportea'tfiat
some of John Cotton's books circulated in manuscript, form for twenty years before
they were ever published. It seems very unlikely that Thomas Goodwin's book would
have escaped notice had it been circulated in manuscript form before it was finally
printed.
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Thomas Goodwin, Constitution of "Churches, op. cit., p. 221, rr ispaged, it
should be p. 201. He speaks of Parliament and the king operating jointly as always.
This could not be in the period 1649-1660 when the king was dead and there was only
a Parliament without a king. Nor could it refer to a time after 1660 when there
was no more opportunity for the king and Parliament to cooperate and further
the cause of Puritanism.. .as Goodwin wishes were the case now. Furthermore,
on p. 367, ibid., he attempts to justify liberty by appealing to Charles as if he were
still alive. Such an appeal had to be prior to 1649 when Charles was put to death.
Ibid., p.78, he speaks of the "Classical Churches as are now amongst us"
which Tits the 1640*8 better than the 1650's and not at all the Restoration times.
He refers to the interest in the Reformed Churches when speaking of affairs in
England (p. 2 5, ibid j. The period immediately following the publication of the
Apologeticall Narration (ca. 1644) would better fit this description. Cf. p. 29 for
another description which seems to fit the 1640's more than any other time.
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Ibid., p. 399. This marginal reference seems to refer immediately to Book VII,
Chap. XIII, entitled, "What Liberty of Conscience is to be indulged. That Peace
and Love is the great Law of Christ that is to be observed among Christians, who
ought therefore to bear with one another. What Principles and Practices are
contrary to this Law. " It would appear that this marginal reference should be con¬
fined to this particular section because we have found references and allusions to
things after 1646 and to things before 1646. Probably, it would best fit in with the
controversy over the Apologeticall Narration. All of these marginal references
seem to have been inserted by the editors and not by Goodwin himself. They could
therefore be incorrect. E.g. p. 65, ibid., ther is a reference to Goodwin's book on
the Revelation which was not published till after he died. It is obvious that this
was added by the editors and not inserted by Thomas Goodwin himself. There is a
strong indication that none of the marginal notes were ike product of the author's
pen. In which case, any appeal to such notes to establish the date of writing would
be open to criticism, because neither of the two editors were associated with Good¬
win in those early years when he was writing his "modell".
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Vide p. 136, ibid, where he appears to be trying to answer some tract of the
day such as Prynne's Twelve Questions. This is a highly speculative procedure,
however, and is not conclusive in itself.
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Vide pp.176, 202, ibid, et cf. Goodwin's epistle to Hooker's Survey, unpaged,
on the subject of a jure divino polity.
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Vide e.g. p. 113, ibid., "the Assembly have in their vote acknowledged Mat. 18.
to intend a particular Church, and the Eldership thereof to be a Church." This
sounds as though it were part of Goodwin's notes taken in the Assembly. He speaks
of the papers given in by the Commissioners of Scotland as though it were a recent
event still fresh in his mind, not a happening twenty or thirty years in the past
(vide p. 114, ibid.). Once, he speaks as though he were taking part in a present de¬
bate: "the proposition is so cast, that we must directly oppose it" (p. 176, ibid.).
Another time, he seems to be addressing the Assembly as though this were part
of one of his speeches delivered there and he does so in the present tense, (p. 22J,
ibid.). He speaks about the argument over the Reasons of the Dissenting Brethren
fpp7228, 152, ibid.). But on p. 233, ibid., he refers to "the Assembly that now
sitteth".
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Vide appendix article on Goodwin's life.
25
50Vide epistle to Hooker's Survey, op. cit., unpaged.
^*Ibid., Although Goodwin was thinking primarily of Hooker's departure, it is
not difficult to read, underneath and to see some of Goodwin's own preoccupation with
death. C£. Goodwin's aphorisms in his Works (1861 ed.), p.l31£., voL XH, most of
which are on the subject of death. If this theory be correct, then it would also ex¬
plain why he never allowed his book to circulate in manuscript form.
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Anthony A. Wood, in the Afhenae Oxonieses: an exact History of all the writers
and bishops who have had their education in the University of Oxford fLonSon: ed. by
Phil ip~BHss, ~rSl3 onJ,""pTl80, IV, said that Goodwin's 14 orT5Vols, of notes were
still extant in his day. Edmund Calamy, An Abridgement of Mr. Baxter's History
of His Life and Time, etc. (London:l713)» p. 60,n, said that tSey "are yet "preserv'd",
But" we cannot be certain that the author was not relying on testimony rather than
personal experience. Samuel Palmer, The Nonconformist's Memorial: etc (London:
1775), p. 186, I, mentions these vols, oflaotes taken by Goodwin, but fails to in¬
dicate whether he had ever seen them. Very possibly, he was depending entirely
on Calamy. At least three writers have given out erroneous information concerning
Goodwin's Assembly notes. Robert BaXiey in his "Memoir of Thomas Goodwin",
The Works of Thomas Goodwin, D. D. (Edinburgh: James Nlchol, 1861), vol. II,. p.
xxx, records: "His notes, taken for the most part in short-hand, fill forteen volumes,
which are preserved in Dr. Williams's Library in Redcross Street." W.M. Hether-
ingtoa, History of the Westminster Assembly of Divines (Edinburgh: James Gemmell,
fourth edition edtlecTby Robert Williamson, 1878), p.v, "makes the same mistake
about the three volumes in Dr. Williams's Library. All red W. Light, Bunhill Fields
(London; C.J. Farncombe & Sons, Ltd., second edition, 1915), p.40, asserted that
Goodwin "afterwards published his notes of these transactions, " but so far as we
know, Goodwin never published his notes unless they are included in his book on govern¬
ment. The official minutes of the Westminster Assembly were thought to have been
lost in the great fire of London up until the end of the nineteenth century. Vide John
Aiton, The Life and Times of Alexander Henderson etc. (Edinburgh: Fraser It Co.,
1836), p. 520, etW. M. Btetherlngtoa., History of the We stm instar Assembly of Divines
(Edinburgh: James Gemmell, fourth edition, eclitScl by Robert Williamson, i§T8X ~~
preface, p.iv. Hetheringtoa says that one copy of the minutes went to the library of
Sion College, but if so, it perished in the fire which destroyed the House of Commons
in 1834. Ibid., p.v. The fourteen or fifteen manuscript volumes of Goodwin in time
became confused with the three volumes of official minutes which are now in Dr.
Williams's Library. Mitchell and Struthers in their Minutes of the Sessions, op. cit.,
p. vi,, give conclusive evidence showing that there is no connection between the two:
(1) Goodwin wrote in octavo; the three vols, in Dr. Williams's Library are in folio.
(2) Some sessions are r#oorted when Goodwin is known to have been absent. (3) Thomas
Goodwin's son said that his father wrote in "brief" (4)Experts have identified Dr.
Williams's volumes as being in the handwriting of Richard Byfield, the official scribe
of the Assembly.
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The "Life" was prefixed to Vol. V of the Works (1704 ed.).
54The implication is that this "Life" was inserted in the most suitable place by
the editors. At any rate, the son had 16 years between his father's death and the
first publication of the Constitution,of Churches, in which to write his "Life" of
his illustrious father. There is 110 reason to suppose that the son had to write the
"Life" after the 1696 edition of the Constitution of Churches and before the 1704
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edition of vol. V of the Works. In all likelihood, he would have written it soon
after his father's death while events were still fresh in his mind, and while the
memory of his father was still a strong incentive to do so.
Part 1. . . Bibliological Differences: God'a Word Interpreted
by Prejudiced Exegetei (Chaps. I1I-V)
CHAPTER HI
THE SCRIPTURES
SECTION A: INSPIRATION AND AUTHORITY
The identifying mark of Puritanism was its attitude toward the Bible. It
would be a study worth the undertaking to consider in detail the Puritan's use
of the Bible, but we can. only consider the more important aspects in this limited
account;
Many of the various parties connected with or comprising Puritanism agreed
on the matter of the inspiration and authority of the Bible and the Presbyterians
were not a whit behind the Independents in this. Samuel Rutherford, one of the
Scottish Commissioners to the Westminster Assembly, wrote in 1644:
Where grace and weight of Scripture make motion, we
walks, in a right line toward God. But where ^opinion
a messenger only seht to spie the land of lies, and
truth, usurpeth to conduct us, what marvell then we
goe about tnith, rather then lodge with Truth. 1
The ministers of London, agreed to this: M.. .there is a perfect and
sufficient rule for church government laid down in the scriptures, which
is obligatory upon all. The pity was {and is) that this rule proved
difficult to grasp. If these hopes could have been, realized, the Presbyterian™
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Independent controversy would never have developed. Such quotations might be
multiplied, because the voice of Presbyterianisir. often sounded like Obadiah
Sedgwick's sermon to the House of Commons on January 27th, 1646/7, when he
classified as one of the most blasphemous heresies of his day, the doctrine
That the Scriptures are but of an humane invention, a meer
shadow, a false History, and ought not to be the foundation
of any mans faith, more then the Apocrypha, and other
Books, etc.-^
There can be little doubt that seventeenth century Presbyterian is rn held to the
divine authority and inspiration of the Bible as the only word of God.
The problems which confron ted the two branches of Puritanism which we are
discussing, were intensified by the fact that the Independents, no less than their
Presbyterian counterparts, also held to the divine authority and inspiration of the
Scripture®. Henry Burton asserted, in 1644, that
...of Divinitie, the Rules and Principles whereof, are
all of them laid downe in the Scripture, unto which alone
all Questions about Faith and Religion are reducible, and
finally determinable, as who so denieth this, denieth the
faith, and is not to be disputed with,... 4
There was no room for discussion, if any would not accept the authority of the
Bible. It was the only ground for possible agreement. The Presbyterian Sedgwick
(supra) said little which John Goodwin did not echo within a few months:
we know that the righteous God hath said unto the spirit
of this most dreadfull abhomination, goe forth into the
land, prevail, and perswade many; yea it is somewhat
more then to be feared, that the cloud arising out of the
sea, which is yet little, and but like a mans hand, will
in a short time cover the Heavens with blacknessse. For
how great is the generation amongst us, who deny the
divine authority of the Scriptures.^
Thus, we have seen that both parties in the dispute began with similar views
of Holy Scripture. There was no debate between them at the Westminster
Assembly over the first chapter of the confession of faith and little was changed
eleven years later at the Savoy, when the Independents issued their own confession
which was only a modification of the Westminster Assembly's. & Thomas Goodwin,
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who was present, at both assemblies, issued his own articles of faith (in the
company of others) in 1654, and the first article mentioned is
That the holy Scripture is that rule of knowing God, and
living unto him, which who so doth not believe, but
betakes himself to any other way of discovering truth,
and the mind of God instead thereof, cannot be saved. 7
We are therefore justified in placing Thomas Goodwin in the main stream of
Puritan scripturists. In the Apologeticall Narration, which he took the lead in
penning, the Independent brethren at the Westminster Assembly confess
Our consciences were possessed with that reverence and
adoration of the fulness© of the Scriptures, that there is
therein a compieat sufficiencie, as to make the man of
God perfect, so also to make the Churches of God per¬
fect. .. 8
Although the two sides agreed in the above particulars, they by no means
acknowledged their agreement. Robert Baillie accused the Independents of per¬
verting Scripture j
In Preaching, they differ from the Brownists and us, and
joyn with the Popish Monks; they will not be tied to a Text
of Scripture for the ground of their discourse, but will be
at liberty to run out on whatsoever matter they think most
fit and expedient for their hearers. 9
It is difficult to understand this criticism apart from some particular grievance
which Baillie might have had against some individual Independent.*® Certainly,
the accusation hardly coincides with what we know of many Independents. Thomas
Goodwin had a keen sense of the grammatico-historical context of Scripture and
often accused the Presbyterians of taking a text out of its context,**
In spite of this, many still accused the Independents of misusing the Book of
God. Clement Walker !?] maintained that "some of them.. .acknowledge the
Scripture, but so far onely as they will serve their turns, to Pharisee themselves,
and Publican all the world be sidea; "12 Ii* 1641, Thomas Edwards claimed that his
book was "fetch out from the Court of Heaven, and from the Records of Holy
Scripture. "13 It is unnecessary to add that all to the contrary had no claim to
derivation from the Eternal Pages.
The subject of translations of scripture troubled many on both sides of the
controversy. William Lyford (Presbyterian) wrote that
To believe the Scriptures. . .whether in the Original!s, or
in the English Translation, to be the Word of God, and to
containe in them the minde and will of God concerning man's
Salvation, is a necessary foundation of Christian Religion^
This position was also held by Richard Vines (another Presbyterian of the
Assembly):
The Scriptures exprest in English are the word of God.
The deficiency of exact translation of this or that
particular word doth not invalidate the canon or bodie
of the Scriptures.
It was generally true that all the Puritans admired the English translation, but
it was by no means universally agreed as to whether or not inspiration was to be
extended to the King James version. George Gillespie, one of the more moderate
Presbyterians from Scotland admitted that ".. .we cannot enough admire the
Authors of the New English translation.. ."16 But the general consensus of the
Westminster Assembly was that "The Old Testament in Hebrew.. .and the New
Testament in Greek. . . in all controversies of religion, the Church is finally to
appeal unto them. "1? It is therefore surprising to find so many of the Westminster
divines appealing so often to the various versions for their authority. 18 We
must conclude that there was not general agreement about this question even
though the confession seems to settle the argument.
Some of those outside the Assembly had entirely different views of the matter
of translations. John Goodwin, for instance, is quite emphatic:
if by Scriptures be meant, all the letters, syllables,
words, phrases, sentences, and periods of speech,
expressed in the said books, called Canonicall, whether
Translated, or in these Originalls (I mean in such,
either Hebrew or Greek copies, as are commonly ex¬
tant, and used amongst us) I know no ground why I
should beleeve. . . that all, and every the said syllables,
words, phrases, etc. were in any special! or ex¬
traordinary way given, or appointed by God, to convey
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those spirituall truths and mysteries unto the under¬
standings and mindes of men, which he hath been
graciously pleased to reveal from heaven, for their
salvation. '
The question of the letter of Scripture vs. the Essence of Scripture is to be
further discussed in the next section, but we must notice that this great question
was not one of the principal differences between the Presbyterians and In¬
dependents, for it cut across both party lines.
SECTION B: THE PROBLEM OF INTERPRETATION
We have seen that both sides in the controversy were more or less agreed
about the authority and inspiration of scripture. Now we proceed to the first
real difference between the Presbyterians and Independents, which was the
matter of interpretation of the Word of God. 21
No one seriously doubts that the seventeenth century produced some of the
greatest preachers and exegetes in English history, but we might well question
some of their interpretations. We wonder at the New England Puritans' claim to
being the New Israel. Our sympathies lie with Roger Williams who denied this as
well as their justification of displacing the native Americans on the ground that the
Indians were, the Amalekites who were to be ruined by God's chosen people. 22
Common sense cries out at the New England Elders trying to justify their
reluctance to accept tithes on the basis of Revelation 8:8, 9. The mountain burning
with fire and cast into the sea supposedly meant the bringing of settled endowments
into the church under Constantine?^ Equally irregular, is Samuel Rutherford's
defense of the magistrate's power by appealing to the example of the three Jews
being cast into the fie.ry furnace, a scriptural example of disobedience to the
state religion.24
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Thomas Goodwin was not backward about offering such questionable exegetical
examples either. He affirmed that the rise of Asa in the Old Testament
Israeiitish history symbolised the rise of the Separatists.^ Nor did he hesitate
to use Canticles 8:8, 9 as an illustration of the relationship which should prevail
between New Testament "sister" churches. 2b
Our problem is to determine what different methods, if any, were used by the
two parties in this dispute over church government, in the interpretation of
scripture. The first item to observe is the place of the "godly synod". Deeply
rooted in Puritanism was an innate belief that the truth of Cod could guard itself
from all error. ^ When the Presbyterians began to show serious doubts about this,
the cleavage between them and the Independents appeared immediately. Samuel
Rutherford said, "we aske for the external! me&nes" even though "it is true the
Scriptures keep themselves from false interpretation. The Scottish theologian
from St. Andrews goes further and declares that
The sense of Scripture from Synods should be beleived
truly to be infallible, though Synods consist of men who
are not infallible, as an earthen pitcher doth contain
gold and precious Rubies and Saphires in it, though
there be no gold in the matter of the pitcher but onely clay. ^9
This view was much stronger than the Westminster Confession^ and almost sub¬
stituted an infallible synod for an infallible Pope, which denied the fundamental
Reformation principle of individual responsibility to interpret the Scriptures.
It was a Presbyterian doctrine of ex cathedra. But the professor continued:
we hold, when lawful! Synods convened in the name of
Christ doe determine according to the word of God they
are to be heard as Ambassadours who in Christs stead
t*aeh us, and what is once true and ratified as the
reverend-professours say and never subject to any
further examination, and new discussion, so as it must
be changed and retracted as false. For this is to sub¬
ject the very word of God to retraction and change be¬
cause a Synod did declare and truly determine it in a
Ministerial! way to be the word of God.
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It is very doubtful whether or not such an extreme position was held by any English
Presbyterian of the times. Rutherford probably outreached his own countrymen.
Not all of the Scottish Commissioners in London wanted to go as far as
Rutherford. George Gillespie sponsored a more moderate view:
We say that Congregations ought indeed to be subject
to Presbyteries and Synods, yet not absolutely, but
in the Lord, and in things lawful!, and to this purpose
the constitutions of Presbyteries and Synods are to bee
examined by the judgement of Christian discretion... so
that it ought not to be blindly ©beyed32
Apollonius of Middlefeurgh believed that the "company of Presbyters.. .chosen by
the multitude of the Church" has all authority delegated from God and is "set over
and takes care of the Church, and rules it by spirituall jurisdiction, and decrees
made consonant to the Word of God." 33 Rutherford and Apollonius were closely
akin in their views of synodica! infallibility.
For a man to rely on others outside himself for the substance of his beliefs
was repugnant to the Independent. He asserted, to the contrary, that every
particular person, or Church, ought not to submit
their Faith, their Religion, nor the guidance of
their manners to an Authority which is subject to
errour, but only to the Word of God, which is an
infallible Authority. 34
Another anonymous and sarcastic writer paraphrased the Independent position in
such a way as to ridicule the Presbyterian refusal to tolerate them:
The Independents do instruct the people in a Liberty which
they say Christ hath given them, and cry up the Scripture
for the only Rule, and that compleat and perfect, and exalt
Christ in his prophetical! Office, directing al! men to a
dependance on the Spirit of Christ for deciding Controversies,
and resolving Doubts, and by this meanes Ministers and
Synods will not have that Authority they have formerly had,
when the people shall examine their determinations, by which
they ought to be concluded. Therefore Independency is mischievous
to the Church. 35
Perhaps this unknown champion of Independency had touched the most crucial point
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of all the many differences between themselves and their brethren. It was the
point o£ the Holy Spirit's operation in a "godly synod" of faithful men or in in¬
dividual believers. The Independent position did not logically require synods,
because every saint was self-sufficient under God through the indwelling Spirit.
But if the Independent's view was strongest at this point, than it was also weakest.
It made no allowance for hallucinations of the spirit which were not of the Holy
Spirit, a possibility which often plagued the Presbyterian mind.
The next area of disagreement came in the application of logical rules of
consequence to the passages of Scripture dealing with polity. Both the Savoy and
the Westminster Confession recognised the validity of applying general principles
to the letter of scripture. ^ Men like Thomas Goodwin were very reluctant to
avail themselves of this privilege and kept to the letter. Presbyterians had no
such qualms and launched out with vigor into such tumultuous seas. Many of them
readily admitted that one could not find their system of Government in the New
Testament. "Now the aeverall sorts of these Assemblies are not particularly
determined in Scripture, " wrote Gillespie,
but left to be particularly determined by the Church,
conform® [dj to the light of Nature, and to the generall
rules of the Word of God.^«
It was not a rare occurrence for Gillespie to throw away the "letter" for the
"spirit" of the Word, and then to hide tinder the cloak of "applying the general
rules of scripture". Undoubtedly, it was this method of interpretation which so
often brought Thomas Goodwin into collision with Gillespie in the debates at the
Westminster Assembly. When the scholarly young Scot was asked why his system
was not found in the New Testament, he gave three reasons: (1) "because it was
not necessary'1: The "general! rules of the word together with natures light" are
"sufficient to direct the Church therin..." (2) "individua aunt infinite". There are
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too many variations to fit each country and time in the world to put ail
possibilities in the Bible. He complained that "fcfee world, had been© filled with
volumes thereof... " (3) '-'Because this constitution of Synods Provincial! and
Nationals is not universal! for all times and places... "39 The last named was
particularly obnoxious to the Independents and to Thomas Goodwinc ^ He saw
that it could only lead to indecision and skepticism. No one would ever agree
that one time was better than another. Logicallyt, such a view would
emasculate all claims of £us divinum. Surprisingly* it did not.
The London ministers, 41 William Pryime, 42 and Thomas Edwards43 all
concur in this matter of applying logical rules to the letter of the Scriptures in
order to justify the Presbyterian system according to New Testament standards.
All despaired of depending on the letter of Scripture. This is where they ran
head on into Thomas Goodwin, the lite railst.
SECTION Ct THE "ONE SENSE" OF SCRIPTURE
From the Hague, John Bury wrote a letter to Thomas Goodwin and Philip
Nye, parts of it dated June 24 and July 4, 1642. In this letter he outlined his
efforts to promote a peace between the Lutherans and Calvinists. He mentions
two o£ his objectives:
first.. .a fundamentail confession of faith.. .and
secondly.. .a common and infallible rule of interpret¬
ing the Text of holy Scripture, by which all Doubts
incident to other matters, not fundamental!, may be
cleered and decided. ~
The indefatigable Dury did not seem to realize that the first objective could hardly
be reached before the second, and that the second was a phantom not likely ever
to be seised. He believed that "this Rule of interpretation should fe© a meanes to
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joyne the more learned sort in one sense and meaning.'! .45 The search for "one
sense and meaning" proved the undoing of much that the Puritans hoped to
accomplish.
William Twisse put the problem in the form of "A Perplexing Question".
He asked:
If there be two Physicians of equail learning, and of the
same intent In curing the sick, that is, alike desirous to
cure the disease, and if these Physicians should out of
one and the same Book gather, the one that a Fever is
cured with wine, and the other, that wine is as bad as
poyson to them that have the Fever, how I pray shall we
know which of these two to take part withall? A man can
gather nothing, but that the remedy for that disease is ob¬
scurely expressed in that Book. 46
Fortunately, Twisse does not stop there, but continues,
God thought it not useful! for us to reveal all things
to us, but though all things perhaps be not necessary
to be known, yet nevertheless there may be had a certain
and infallible way of interpreting, by the help whereof the
most, and most necessary Controversies may be decided. 47
The experience of the Westminster Assembly and of the controversy between the
Independents and Presbyterians supports this claim that in major doctrinal matters,
it may be possible to find an infallible method of interpretation, but in matters of
polity, such an attempt was a total failure.4®
The tremendous difficulty of discovering the "one sense" of Scripture was
shown in many ways during the hectic years of the 1640*8.49
_ On February 25th, 1645, Thomas Goodwin was called up to preach before
the House of Commons. His sermon was taken from Ps. 105:15, and he proceeded
to demonstrate that the great interest of states and kingdoms is found in the
magistrate's treating the saints with justice and mercy.®® Two months later,
Simon Ford, a young Presbyterian minister from Puddle-Towne in Dorsetshire,
arrived in London to preach his sermon. He used the same text, called Ms dis-
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course by the same name, but disagreed with Goodwin over what the greatest in~
terest of states and kingdoms really was. Ford maintained that this interest was
not the common saints.. .but the ordained ministers of the land. Evidently, he
had read Thomas Goodwin's sermon and was determined to refute its implications
at the first opportunity. One wonders if he came all the way to London for that
express purpose. 51
Such considerations as these drove the Puritans more and more into the
blind alley of their mythical "one sense" of Scripture. 52
Surprisingly, many who rejected the "letter" for the "spirit" in interpreting
Scripture were not on the left, wing of Puritanism. Richard Baxter said: "Words
are but as the body of Scripture, and the sense the soul. "53 And Thomas Hodges
(Presbyterian) implied that the Devil was the only one who urges the letter of
Sc ripture.
As the seed of the Serpent the generation of Vipers,
Heretickes and seducers have learnt of the Divel that
old Serpent to urge Scripture against Scripture, that is,
the letter of Scripture against the true sense, scope and
meaning of it. So may the children of Abraham learne
of Christ the seed of the Woman*to answer Scripture with
Scripture, and therefore when they plead and object as the
Divel did. It is written; we may answer or reply as our
Saviour did. It is written againe. Math. 4. 6, 7. 54
But let us not mistake the interpretation of Scripture by the "letter" with a
literal interpretation. Most Puritans were literalists to a greater or lesser
degre®55 hut not all of them insisted on the "letter" if it was opposed to the true
sense, which also could be interpreted literally.
SECTION D: THE WORD OF GOD AT THE WESTMINSTER ASSEMBLY56
Perhaps there has never been a Christian council more conscious of the
Word of God than the Westminster Assembly. From beginning to end, the
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Scriptures permeated their thoughts, their confession, their directory, their
catechisms, and their debates. That they were concerned with producing a
reasonably priced Bible for the public is indicative of their interest. 57 And when
the First Committee gave in its report on the Thirty Nine articles only twelve
days after the Assembly first met (July 12th, 1643), a great debate arose because
they had omitted the Scripture proofs. 58 it was a portent of things to come.
The surprising fact is that the Assembly did not always follow their zeal
for the Scriptures with practical action. From the start, it was agreed that
"What any man undertakes to prove as necessary, he shall make good out of
scripture. "59 But in the debates this aim was sometimes set aside. Often there
was no scripture given in certain documents presented. The most striking
deletion of scriptural proofs concerned the first printing of the Confession of
Faith. In December, 1646, or early January, 1647, the finished Confession was
printed without any scriptural proofs. & The House of Commons had to request
that they be inserted. ^2 Some years later, the Independents at Savoy declined to
give their scripture proofs because
The Confession being large, and so framed, as to
meet with the common errors, if the Scriptures
should have been alleadged with any clearness, and
by showing where the strength of the proof lieth, it
would have required a volume.. .as did the Reverend
Assembly in the same case: 63
So that in spite of their Puritan zeal for the scripture, the Assembly divines
sometimes thought it superfluous.
It is interesting to note that Thomas Goodwin included the scripture proofs
when he published his articles of Faith in 1654. ^ Although his is only a very small
confession, yet he deemed it important to append them to every single article.
This might indicate that he would have done differently if he had had his way at
Savoy or at Westminster. 3
40
Not only were the Assembly divines keen oa proving their assertions from
the Word, but they often displayed a marked concern for a true exegesis. They
were not out to force Interpretations where the text would not allow it. Palmer
once urged in debate (December 7th, 1643) that
When Scripture is obscure, the Spirit of God seemeth to
teach, that the deductions that may be fetched thence,
are very sparingly to be imposed upon men's consciences.®®
On another occasion (February 10th, 1644/45), Seaman cautioned against relying
too much on dictionaries and grammars. Later, he warned against using the
Septuagint to the disadvantage of the Hebrew. The latter was to be interpreted by
the former, not vice versa.
SECTION E: THOMAS GOODWIN"S
USE OF THE BIBLE AT THE WESTMINSTER ASSEMBLY
There was no one at the Westminster Assembly who looked more to the
Scripture than Thomas Goodwin. In all his debates he displayed a most remarkable
Biblical knowledge. His opponents were often hard put to answer him. Few were
his peers in the department of Biblical exegesis, although many were more famous
for their Scriptural learning.
Examples of Thomas Goodwin's use of the Bible during the debates are many.
For instance, on November 21, 1644 (Session 327), he was the first to inject a
scriptural argument into the discussion of marriage.^® The other divines had been
debating according to logic and propositions only. Goodwin was swayed by nothing
but chapter and verse. When the long and involved discussions concerning Church
Government were in full process, it was Goodwin who always arrived, first thing
in the morning, with a new argument out of the Word of God. On November 17,
1643, he gave a very lengthy and helpful Greek exegesis of Romans 12. During
the debates on officers in the Church, he was at his best when he was giving a
detailed exegesis of some passage of scripture.
But in spite of his usefulness in debates, especially in conjunction with the
meaning of various scriptural passages, Thomas Goodwin was still subject to
error. On October 26th, 1643, he was caught in a web of difficulty by John
Lightfoot, who had to point out that Goodwin wa® confused in his tinderstanding of
the two Jameses of the New Testament."^
He was not a good textual critic. It is not correct to say that seventeenth
century divines were not concerned with such things, for many of them were.
During the debates on the Kingship of Christ over the Church, Goodwin tried to
urge Revelation 15:3 as proof of the proposition. The reading of many of the older
manuscripts is J3ar/Xeaj tujv ay/ujv , but Seaman and Lightfoot objected
■> /
strenuously to this. They said that the best reading was and that it was
confirmed by the Syriac.73 As a result of this, the verse was dropped as a proof. 74
Among the scriptural proofs given in. Thomas Goodwin's articles of faith, is
another questionable reading. He quotes I John 5:7 as one of the main proofs of the
Trinity. Such carelessness was more excusable in the seventeenth than the
twentieth century, but it is evident that Goodwin ran behind some of his contempo¬
raries in the matter of textiCal criticism. 75 On another occasion, John 5:4 is
quoted76 which has very poor textual evidence.
At the Westminster Assembly, however, the part of Thomas Goodwin's
exegetical procedure which caused more commotion than any other was his
insistence on the literal meaning. Philip Nye and W. Bridge agreed with him:
in this, 77 but not Carter, another of the dissenting brethren.
Some Presbyterians, like Palmer, often insisted on a painfully literal in¬
terpretation of tiny details, 78 with views quite similar to Goodwin's. On the other
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! i, there were many who resented such hermeneutics and wished to go beyond
the letter in some cases. On September 23, 1644, in the midst of the discussion
about Matthew 18, and the subordination of synods in appeals, the young Scot,
George Gillespie, said that, "If there be hopes of gaining our brother, 1 may take
six or seven before I come to the church, after the two or three. "^9 It was this
adding to the express word of scripture which irritated Goodwin and intensified the
antipathy of the debates.
One of the most revealing episodes of the Westminster Assembly insofar as
Thomas Goodwin is concerned, occurred on February 23, 1644/5. The debate was
* \ V ) *
over the phrase «•" • To ^ur-c and the Church at Jerusalem. Goodwin, Nye, and
Bridge had been insisting on a literal understanding of this phrase which would have
obliterated the main Presbyterian argument that the Jerusalem Church was so large
that it could not meet in one place and that therefore, there must have been a rep-
presentative meeting in the eldership. Finally, Ldghtfoot could stand it no longer
and he attacked Goodwin's literalness.
Here I answered Mr. Goodwin: That grant to <*•. to
to signify as he would have it, yet he must understand
'secundum analogiaxn fidei' or 'ratioais': as, 'all the
men of Sodom met at EoPi door;' this could not be:
'The ark rested on the mountains of Ararat, ' that
could not be: 'Jephtha was buried in the cities of
Gilead', that could not be: ergo to be expounded
'secundum rationem.' 30
The question of whether or not reason should be higher than the analogy of faith
is beside the point, as far as we are concerned, but it shows that Goodwin's
literalness often proved a thorn in the flesh to the divines at the Westminster
Assembly.
SECTION F: THE BIBL.E AND THOMAS GOODWIN
All the various Biblical languages were at the disposal of this learned Puritan
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and he gives readings and exegetical remarks from the Old Testament in Hebrew, 31
from the Septuagint, and from the Syriac.33 in this, he was far in advance of
many of his countrymen and especially the Scots, who were notoriously deficient
in Hebrew. 34
His Greek is sometimes open to question, but according to the times, he was
far above average. For instance, he is confident that ^ N in Sphesinns 4:11
distinguishes two kinds of officers (i.e. Pastors and Teachers), but it might be
that the word means "also" instead of "and". In this latter case, the render¬
ing would be "pastors who also teach". Again, he translates as
"deaconesses" in I Timothy 3:11, relying on Grotius.86 when he deals with
> •—? J _ ^
Ephesians 4:14, 6',-; {uhe says that 'KuQe-i* refers to a certain
kind of square built ship. More likely, the word refers to a kind of game of dice
(or "cubes"). But even these trivial mistakes (if they be mistakes) are due more
to his relying on the wrong commentaries than to grammatical errors. Beza and
Cicero led him astray in the last case and Grotius in the former. They need not
detract from the man's eminency nor from his advanced Biblical learning.
Ordinarily, Thomas Goodwin functioned according to well-known and generally
respected rules of hermeneutics. He says, for instance, that "the right context
of Scripture is half the interpretation. "38 The analogy of faith is recognized: "one
place expounds another". When the problem of "types" is discussed, he shows
himself to be a true Puritan:
To us this is an infallible Rule, that where God hath
applyed a Type, or any thing out of the Old Testament,
to an Institution under the New, we should so far be led
by it, as he hath in j fj his or that particular applyed
it; for otherwise the Analogy of those chief Priests,
which are called (rn'xrxvrro, Overseers, as the Septuagint
rendereth it, Fsal.109.8, Acts 1.20., Zech.11.14, 22.
would hold for the Order of Bishops, by way of Analogy,
as strong as any Argument can be framed from the Anal¬
ogy of their Courts, to the like Ecclesiastical now. 90
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He saw that the wrong use of Types from the Old Testament could only favor
Episcopacy. Therefore, he wished to put iron-clad safety devices on their use.
Often, he felt that the Presbyterians were taking so much of their system out of
the Old Testament that they were only a hair's width away from playing into the
waiting arms of the Prelates.
By far the most distinguishing feature of Thomas Goodwin's hermeneutics was
his incessant literalism. ^ Goodwin's rule of literalism was this:
all Texts of Scripture are to be understood literally
except they make against other Scriptures, or except
the very coherence of the Scripture shew it otherwise
.. .Indeed, if we put upon allegoricall senses, we may
put off any Scriptur®;92
In another place, Goodwin writes: "Ubi Scriptura non diatinguit, nee debemus
distinguere. "93- We have already seen how his literalism was the occasion for much
agony of debate at the Westminster Assembly (supra).
One example of his reliance on the letter concerned the two sacraments of the
Lord's Table and of Baptism. He wanted them both to be given to the local church
in order to be guarded. Thus, he practised closed communion. But he discovered
one instance in the case of Philip and the Ethiopian (Acts 8) where a person was
baptised outside the fellowship of a local church. Therefore, he gave the one
sacrament of Communion to the local church, and the other (of Baptism) he gave to
the Universal Church.
If he was usually consistent with this principle, we must also point out that he
sometimes violated the rule. For instance, he tried to prove the Trinity out of
Proverbs 8.^ Any such personification of Wisdom so that it symbolized Christ,
must be done according to Alexandrian methods of exegesis. Goodwin does not
scruple to do it!
Although John Goodwin is often confused with Thomas Goodwin, the two men
were entirely different personalities. Both of them were Independents, but the
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former of a strange genus. On at least two notable occasions, John accused Thomas of
adding to the express word of God and Thomas was never able to answer the
charges. The first occurred in a letter sent by John to Thomas in 1639, after the
latter had fled to Holland. In this letter, John said that Thomas Goodwin had added
to the New Testament in his insistence on a Covenant relation for the institution of
local churches.96 The second such incident occured nearly fifteen years later.
John accused Thomas of adding to the New Testament by having a part in the
instigation of the Triers under Cromwell. ^Both of these events will be further
discussed, but they are mentioned here to illustrate the fact that Thomas Goodwin
was not always consistent in his literalism..
SUMMARY
Both parties of Puritans began with a belief in the absolute authority and divine
origin of the Holy Bible, but there were marked differences between Presbyterians
and Independents over the matter of interpretation. The former championed the
"godly synod" who could supposedly interpret Scripture infallibly. The latter spoke
more of individual conscience in all matters of faith and religion, refusing to allow
even a godly synod between themselves and God. Presbyterians generally favored
the application of logic and reason to the letter of Scripture, whereas Independents
tended more to the "letter" than the "spirit". Many Puritans hoped to find the "One
Sense" of Holy Writ but this proved illusive to find and only encouraged the growth
of theological controversy. The search for an inerrant rule of interpretation proved
endless, but many Independents thought that the closest approach to it was through
"literalism". Thomas Goodwin was one of the age's outstanding literalists, but
he was also no technical scholar. The problem of interpreting the Bible was the
really important issiie between Presbyterians and Independents.
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manner on p. 77, vol. IV. of the same edition. This latter reference was originally
part of his book Christ Set Forth which was first published in 1651, seven years afte
Lightfoot had called his"aitention to his error in the Westminster Assembly debates
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. . ., op.- clt., p. 2. But it must be pointed out that he"was not a t^hitied th<S6i6glari
as was Goodwin. The latter can hardly be excused by the company of Vane. Milton
was a better textual critic regarding I Jn. 5:7 than either Goodwin or Vane. He
doubted the authenticity of the verse and was familiar with several variant readings.
Vide Cohklin, op. c it. „ pp.20, 97n., 35n.
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CHAPTER IV
THE USE OF EXTERNAL AUTHORITY IN THE INTERPRETATION OF SCRIPTURE
SECTION A: THE APPEAL TO AUTHORS
Martin Luther's doctrine of the priesthood of all believers became one of the
high water marks of the Protestant Reformation. Coupled with this teaching was
that of the inherent right of private judgment in all religious matters. These two
presented a formidable battering ram with which to beat down the stony bulwarks
of the ancient Papal fortress built on an authoritarian Church. But a strange
dissension had appeared in the ranks of the besieging armies by the middle of the
seventeenth century. The priesthood of all believers and the right of private
judgment logically meant the eclipsing of any appeal to external authority. If
carried out to the extreme, this would have led to a total devaluation of education,
and of the use of antiquity or contemporary authors in the interpretation of
Scripture.
The tendency to such extremes is ordinarily associated with the Anabaptist
emphasis on the Spirit, but we shall see that the tensions connected with this
i.\- Tlem were also visible in the Presbyterian-Independent controversy. When
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the conflict showed itself on this field of battle, the Puritans were aghast to
discover that one of the principle external issues between Protestants and Bonne
was suddenly an internal problem of preponderating implications.I
The great principle of an individual's right to interpret scripture and to be
immediately responsible to Cod was voiced by many both inside and outside
Puritanism.^ However, when the Independents showed, signs of carrying the im¬
plications of this belief over into matters of church polity, the stage was set for
a further act in the violent drama of the 1640's.
Attempts to find an infallible rule for the interpretation of scripture led quite
naturally to an investigation of other solutions proposed by divines in similar
situations of the past. The search for authors who supported one particular
polity or smother became intense on both sides of the controversy. In spite of
evidence to the contrary, Thomas Edwards, the Presbyterian more famous for
his attacks on toleration, tried to quote William Ames in favor of certain elements
of Pre8byterianism.3 From the pens of two Scottish champions, Gillespie and
Rutherford, came an appeal to the arch enemy, Socinus,. who supposedly favored
their system.4 in one of his books, George Gillespie spends a whole chapter
attempting to vindicate the "testimony of Ambrose" concerning ruling elders.5
Across the Atlantic, John Cotton was busily trying to prove that Cyprian was an
Independent. ^
John Dury's rule for interpreting the scripture infallibly was quite simple.
That is why it failed. It was so simple that it could not be applied. He suggested
that theological problems "may be decided according to the Analogic of that Faith
which is out of all doubt, and according to the cleere sense of the Word regularly
analysed;"7 The phrase "regularly analyzed" proved to be the trojan horse which
destroyed the city. It opened the door to the use of a multitude of authors to
decide questions of interpretation. Dury's scheme could only have produced a new
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Babel of confusion.
Nevertheless, it was this premise which underlay most of the Presbyterian
exegesis of the day. The charge made by Robert Baillie proved to be true. He
admitted that "no Protestants build their faith upon humane testimonies:" but he
hastily added that "no men in the world make so small account of antiquity as our
Brethren", ® i.e. the Independents.
"Novelty" was the usual epithet hurled by the Presbyterians. They complained
that no one had ever held such revolutionary ideas concerning the government of
the church as did the Independents.^ Nor was the subtilty of Edwards lost in the
wind, when he attacked toleration by asserting that many of the greatest Puritans
of the previous generation would be embarrassed by some of their proteges. 10 it is
significant that he mentions Perkins, Sibbes, and Preston, whose influence Goodwin
came under at Cambridge. Goodwin published the sermons of the latter two.
Gillespie and Rutherford seemed to have the idea that previous commentators
and Fathers could not all be in error. The latter was even more extreme. He held
that God's truth was somehow exhausted by innumerable interpretations. The only
thing left to do was to weigh the historical evidence.
In spite of these charges, the Independents were not perturbed. They freely
admitted that their ideas were revolutionary. They believed that they lived in the
last days and that church government was one of the truths God had reserved for
such a time as this. Theirs was an eschatologicai viewpoint which allowed for a
progressive unfolding of the truth of God.
The general lines of difference between Presbyterians and Independents laid
down supra must, however, be modified by flexibility. Presbyterians, like
Rutherford, could quote authors ad nauseam. Once he quotes sixty-two authors to
support a very small point regarding his view of the visible church.^
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Thomas Edwards espoused the view that in matters of doctrine alone is the
scripture authoritative* but
touching the policie and ceremonies used in the Church;
it is another matter, we avouch that the Fathers did not
think themselves bound to give an account of them by the
Scripture*3
This makes the use of authors the principal ground of authority in matters of
polity.
Over against these extremists are others no less Presbyterian. Charles
Herle writes;
Readers look now adayes upon long books, as upon long
bils, after the Imprimis, and an Item or two glanced
at, throwing them by for Executors, to examine at leasure
more throughly;... (able sooner to wear® out a Coblars
thumbs to tume the leaves then a Schollers nailes to
score the Margeas).. .there's no better argument of a bad
cause, then in much to say a little in it; a man might
(possibly) as an easy a rate have blowne the Text with
words, and crowded the margen with Authors; but that 1 like
D. Moulins resolution better, ratehr [aicj to bring one
argument, then ten Authors to his cause, and (herein) it holds
more especially, where all that which is called Antiquity ia
una litura, waved utterly, in this one word Humane, and
to say truth, not (herein) much amisse, in as much as the
substance of the question is, what kind of Church government
the Scriptures have left us ? *4
The author of these words is much nearer to the full Independent position than
to the Presbyterian view represented by Rutherford and Edwards (supra). Nor was
Herle alone in his repudiation of the authority of human references. The "Captaine
in the Presbyterian Army,!„. ^ Dr. John Bastwick. managed to write a book of some
six-hundred and sixty-two pages in length without referring to any outside authority
save the scriptures. 16
Between the two extremes of total abstinence and ungovemed Indulgence in the
art of quoting, there were many moderate Presbyterians. Oliver Bowles very
ingeniously presented three arguments for the use of authors; (1) It gives historical
perspective; (2) History contains valuable lessons; (3) It furnishes an indirect, but
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effective means of reproving error. 17 Another of the Westminster divines,
William Lyford, wrote very caustically against any who did not value the opinions
of others more learned:
we ourselves need polishing by the skill and learning
of the others; for they digg deep to search out the
hidden Knowledge, they hunt and catch the Venison,
which we so readily dresse, and dish out to our Hearers!
Let them have the honour of their Gifts and Labours. It
is the work of an Age to breed a sound learned man, and
none but dung-hill-spirits will undervalue such precious
Jewels.*®
Many of the moderate Presbyterians agreed with Lyford and Bowles. They would
have confined the use of authors within circumscribed limits, avoiding both the
pitfalls of pedanticism and Lyford's "dung-hill-spirits". Richard Baxter expressed
their mind when he said,
I Would not dissuade my reader from the perusal of
Aquinas, Scotus, Ockam, Arminlensis, Durandus or any
such writer, for much good may be gotten from them;
but 1 would parswade him to study and live upon the
essential doctrines of Christianity and godliness
incomparably above them ail!9
The emphasis of the Independents was different from that of their Presbyterian
brethren. A generation before the Long Parliament, John Robinson wrote
prophetically that he had
known some, who if they light upon a peremptory author,
and bold asserter of things, were ready to be still of the
same opinion with the book which they last read, their
weaker judgment being overborne, rather by the strength
of other men's asseverations, than reasons. 20
Many of Robinson's successors were emphatic in thoir repudiation of everything
human pertaining to interpretation. They preferred the internal leading of the
Spirit, thinking that the Spirit had no need of the learning of others.
"1 have no Libraries beside me, " declared John Saltmarsh, "to put into my
Margin; neither dare I write in the authority of man, but of God, and not in the
words too much which mans wisdom teacheth. "21 Another Independent requested
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of his readers that h© "be not compelled to seek the living among the dead, Truth
. . .amongst the presumptions, and infirm suppositions of men; but in the Scriptures
* 22
• • • ' " John Cook said that an Independent
thinks nothing more hinders a reformation then taking
things upon trust, not supporting authority by solid
reason. Ha wishes that every ingenuous man would
disclaim all practises. . .that are against the law of
true reason;. . .and a ready prostration to Antiquity,
preferring old Errours to new discoveries of Truth,
being prime causes of all injustice and oppression,
as if an Argument from Authority were any proof to
a wiser man;23
An interesting suggestion is made by John Owen concerning the use of various
authors to interpret scripture. His idea was that too many commentaries and helps
cam only end at eclipsing "the perfection of the written word. "24 This possibility
never seemed, to bother the Presbyterians whose views of scripture were no less
noble than Owen's. Perhaps Owen's suggestion should be taken along with the com¬
plete reliance of Left Wing Puritans on the Holy Spirit's interpreting scripture
apart from any external helps. Then, the two doctrines of Inspiration of the Word
and the indwelling Spirit combined to produce a reluctance to interpret scripture by
the doubtful means of man's wisdom.
When the Presbyterians examined the archives of church history and the tomes
of contemporary divines, they professed to find there nothing of Independency. They
accused their brethren of instigating a polity which was entirely new to the Christian
Church and which was diametrically opposed to the practice of most of the reformed
churches in the world.
It was against the background of this charge of "novelty" that some Independents
finally did resort to the use of authority external to the Bible. To them, it was only
a matter of self defense. William Bartlett apologized to his readers for resorting
to extended references:
As for the judgements of the most eminent learned, and
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godly men which I have here and there, throughout the
Treatise produced, I have not don® it in the least, to
disparage the authority of the Scriptures; for without
controversies the word of God is greater then all the
testimonies of men, but only to satisfy such as are
weak©, and conceive that those of the Congregational
way, are singular and contrary to all men, both in
their judgment and practise.
Although there were many who did not wish to eclipse scripture, and who
did want to iitiliae the learning of others, yet the distinction between Presbyterianism
and Independency was clearly marked. Many Puritan divines, even the opposite
camps, stood very near to one another on this issue but faced in different directions.
Their respective emphases were not the same.
SECTION B: THOMAS GOODWIN AND THE USE OF
EXTERNAL AUTHORITY
Thomas Goodwin was a moderate Independent. On many issues he stood
closer to the Presbyterians then ha did to the Independents. When some of his
brethren outside the Westminster Assembly cried down every appeal to antiquity,
he was not moved into compromising Ms own education. He had favorite author6
and he did not hesitate to use them.27 To young ministers, he writes:
The Knowledge of any one man is imperfect, some have
skill in one point, and some in another, and so ia several
ages several truths have been delivered and revealed, Heb.l.
1, tto > u. /a-&/? i by fragments and by pieces, and therefore
use the help of all. None of us are as Paul, to whom nothing
can be added.
It is interesting that Goodwin here connects the Independent doctrine of pro¬
gressive interpretation2^ with a willingness to learn from anyone. Logically, the
doctrine applied in this fashion, should have led to a renunciation of the other
Independent doctrine of the Holy Spirit's interpreting scripture apart from any
human means. That such a tension never showed itself illustrates the fact that
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many of the Congregational brethren did not realize*the full implication c£ some
of their revolutionary ideas.
Regarding the use of commentaries, the twin pillars of seventeenth
century Congregationalism, John Owen and Thomas Goodwin, are in perfect
agreement. The former maintains that he knows
not a more deplorable mistake in the studies of divines,
both preachers and others, then their diversion from an
immediate, direct study of the Scriptures themselves un¬
to the studying of commentators, critic®, scholiasts,
aanotators, and like helps, which God in his good pro¬
vidence, making use of the abilities and sometimes the
ambitions and ends of men, hath furnished us withal.
Not that 1 condemn the use and study of them, which I
wish men were more diligent in, but desire pardon if V
mistake, and do only surmise, by the experience of ray
own folly for many years, that many which seriously study
the things of God do yet rather make it their business to
inquire after the sense of other men on the Scriptures
than to search studiously into them themselves. 30
Such a point of view was Puritan to the core. It placed the greatest possible
emphasis upon the pages of Holy Writ. Except for the unfortunate attempt to
apply this concept to the matter of church polity, many of the quiet waters of
Puritanism would have flown on without the slightest ripple.
Some of those who harbored thoughts like these, were careful not to burn all
the bridges behind them in their retreat from Papal perversion of the use of
authority. They did not want to poison the well.from which they continued to drink.
Thomas Goodwin gives this exegesis of Ecclesiastes 12:12:
And further by these, My Son, be admonished: Of making
many Books there is no end, and much Stuiy is a weariness
of the Flesh. Concerning the Scope and Coherence of this;
I observe, 1. That he having commended the Writings of
Sacred Scriptures.. .unto every Man's Study and Search, he
gives a Caveat and an Admonition concerning Reading and
Studying too many other Books... Exercise thyself in the
Study of the Scripture, and what doth best serve to open and
explain them. Others.. .take heed of seeking too inordin¬
ately, . . .of making or reading many other Books; for there
is no end, no satisfaction in them. . .1 observe, he doth not
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altogether Condemn reading other Books, or making
of them, only preferring others to these, or not
counting these most excellent:31
Thus, the onetime President of Magdalen College was not so hasty as to derogate
any opportunity he might have in the future to make and to sell some of the products
of his own busy pen! The issue between the two Puritan parties was not the produc¬
tion of literature but whether this literature should be used as a repository of in¬
formation and authority concerning church polity. If so, then how far is it
authoritative, and how far is if not? Had this simple question been resolved,
the resounding clash of Puritan polities might have been .somewhat muffled.
SECTION C: THE USE OF AUTHORS IN THOMAS GOODWIN
COMPARED WITH GEORGE GILLESPIE
By taking two typical books and counting and comparing references, a. simple
method of evaluating the Independent with the Presbyterian use of authors can be
devised. George Gillespie's book, An Assertion of the Government of the Church
of Scotland and Thomas Goodwin's Of the Constitution, Order, and Discipline of
the Churches of Christ have been selected. The following is & chart showing the
result of this analysis:
Goodwin Gillespie
I. Description of the books:
408 large pages, small print 262 small pages, small print
IL Total number of references:
93 272
III. Total number of authors referred to:
47 120
IV. Number of authors referred to mutually: 2,4
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V. Goodwin, has 23 that
Gillespie does not have
Goodwin Gillespie
Gillespie has 90 that
Goodwin does not have
VII. Goodwin does not quote
Gillespie6s three favorites
at all.
VI. Goodwin's three favorites:
(a) Paul B&iaes (15 times)
(h) Cameron (6 times)
(c) Beza (5 times)
Gillespie's three favorites:
(a) Ambrose (15 times)
(b) Dr. Field (15 times)
(c) Saravia (15 times)
Gillespie uses Goodwin's favorites,
but sparingly:
(a) Baines (2 times)
(h) Cameron (3 times)
(c) Besa (5 times)
Although these figures are only tentative and may be subject to errors of counting,
yet we may say that Gillespie used references much more freely than did Goodwin.
He has three times as many quotations in a book less than half the size of Goodwin's.
Rarely, did the two men use the same authors, and when they did, their respective
interests were decidedly different. Surprisingly, Thomas Cartwright was only
quoted twice by each and John Robinson, once by each, which means that the two
greatest champions of the respective sides did not carry the weight which some have
thought. As a scholar, Thomas Goodwin was no inferior of George Gillespie, but
he did not seem to place the same value upon long lists of references to support
his claims as did his young Scottish rival.
SECTION D: THE USE OF AUTHORS AT THE WESTMINSTER ASSEMBLY
An event with far reaching implications is recorded in Liglitfoot's Journal
for October 17, 1643. On that day, the Westminster Assembly was informed that
it was free to use the Archbishop's library and other sequestered libraries of
Royalist ministers. ** Nine days later, Lightfoot stiso records that Parliament,
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gave a further liberty to use any library that was necessary for the pursuance
of their deliberations. 33 These provisions proved most useful to the Assembly,
but they also contributed to much indecision and needless debate.
From the start, the Westminster divines were keen on the use of authors.
One of the requirements for ordination was a satisfactory answer to the question,
"What authors he hath been versed in?"^ During the meetings of the Sub-commit¬
tee on Accommodation, the Presbyterians requested of the Independents they they
"shew out of Scriptures and approved authors what they have learned concerning
schisme. "35 The Presbyterian brethren specifically mentioned that they only wanted
"approved authors". This indicated their point of view. In the debates, them¬
selves, the Scriptures were often lost sight of in the head-long dash after a
multitude of concurring commentaries.
Nor were the Presbyterians the only divines who used r,nei^library privileges.
There is ample evidence that seme Westminster Independents went further than
many of their brethren outside the Assembly, even to elevate the authority of human
writers to the unwitting discredit of the Scriptures. Philip Nye quoted Chilling-
worth to prove that the Church of England is a true Church. 36 Sydrach Simpson
refers to William Ames in order to prove a point about appeals.* 5 William Bridge
used Dr. Whitaker and Cajetaa.^® Woodcock urged the writer, De Dieu, in one
debate.^ Several times, Bridge used Calvinto confute the Presbyterians.^® Once,
Jeremiah Burroughs quoted Dr. Fulke and the Jesuits "for his side". 41 The one
exception to the general rule is Thomas Goodwin whe shied away from appeals to
authors. On January 4th, 1644, he gave an exposition of Titus 1:5 without once
referring to any author outside the Bible. Thi3 was in contrast to the heated
debate which had preceded him . Nearly every speaker had quoted some expositor
in favor of his view. ^ On only on® occasion can we discover an instance where
Thomas Goodwin quoted any authors in the debates.^3 j* \a significant that the
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author quoted was Thomas Cartwrigkt. This fact is even more striking because
Thomas Goodwin probably spoke more often than any other divine at the
Westminster Assembly. 44
In comparison with the Independents, the Presbyterians used innumerable
authors during the debates at the Assembly. ^ Baillie, for instance, v.'rote to
his cousin, William Spang, in 1645, and requested that he encourage L'Empereur
to write against the Erastians and to '!ahow out, of the Rabbins, that the Jewish
state was divers from their church." The Glasgow preacher believed that "if
he would confound him with Hebrew testimonies, it would lay Seldea's vanltie. "46
Thomas Goodwin would never have suggested that any argument could be settled by
appealing to such an authority as the Rabbins 1
In the light of the many attempts to inject extraneous materials into the
debates at the Westminster Assembly, it is not surprising that a certain amount
of confusion resulted., In one of the debates, Rutherford remarked that "many
writers learned have written accurately of it {i.e. of excommunicationj , and yet
never settled this controversy... "4^ His view was that the Assembly was wasting
its time trying to solve such a questions "Not a Protestant Synod that can be produced
that hath determined it on either side... "4® The St. Andrews' Professor would
have arranged the calendar in such a way as to debate only those problems which
had already been solved by some other council or group of divines. No new truth
could be expected from the Westminster Assembly. Truth was hidden away in
books and confessions and canons. The only task left was to ferret out the facts and
weigh the historical evidence. Significantly, Rutherford did not allow his view to
discourage him. On January 10, 1644, only three days later, he began to debate
excommunication by appealing to certain reformed writers. 49
Further difficulties arose when some of the authors alleged, proved to be
contradictory. On March 13, 1645/6, Coleman tried to establish, the validity of
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some point of Erastianism by quoting Rutherford's book against Erastianism /i.e.
The Divine Right of Church Government J . Often, the Independents attempted to
quote Rutherford's books against the Presbyterians and the latter reciprocated by
CI
using John Cotton's Keys of the Kingdom of Heaven against the Independents.
Consternation developed when Rutherford had to admit in the debate over I
Timothy 5: 17, that there "are fourteen or fifteen expositions upon this place.
Such a statement could hardly be expected to eliminate confusion. The professor
had a facility for creating more problems than he could solve. Several days later,
Gattaker voiced a similar conclusion: "That there were so many divers expositors
upon this argues, that this place is not so very plain. "53 This was still in the debate
on I Timothy 5:17, the proof text for ruling elders. Gattaker's implication was that
many interpretations nullified an argument from scripture. If such were the case,
then skepticism would have been the inevitable result of the debates at the West¬
minster Assembly.
Sometimes, the debates became bogged down on disagreements among authors.
On January 1, 1644, William Bridge quoted Origen trying to prove that Phoebe was
a widow. ^ Young answered him with a counter argument out of Origen. 55 This
was an important point to be borne in mind when the Presbyterians began accusing
the Independents of delaying the discussions for their own peculiar benefits.
Actually,a good share of the delays were directly attributed to these interminable
appeals to authors whose opinions were more often vetted in the Assembly than the
Word of the Scriptures. ^
Four climactic outbursts are noteworthy in tracing the history of discussion
based on appeals to external authority. The first occurred on January 3, 1644. The
debate concerning the word Xe j P O To in ordination had deteriorated into a
bibliographical battle over great names. Gattaker finally moved "that we should
not be laden with human authorities".^ Nothing came of it. The appeals
67
continued.
The second such outburst is recorded by Lightfoot on February 9th, 1644.
William Bridge^® quoted Calvin in support of the Independent view of I Cor¬
inthians 5:4. Alexander Henderso.n was so angered that John Calvin should be
stolen by the critics of Preabyterianism, that he said, "if they begin, to heap up
authors, let us do so too, and we shall outvie them." ^>9
By February 12, 1644, the debates were still in a morass of confused opinion.
"Mr. Whittacre moved very seasonably, that we might leave these metaphysical
terms, and fall upon Scripture. "60 There is a recurring suspicion that the
debates in the Westminster Assembly could have been resolved in a few days had
Parliament rescinded their order providing for the use of libraries and limited all
discussion to the words of Scripture.
Nothing progressive had been done toward ending the turmoil a month later.
On March 19, 1644, "Mr. Reynolds moved. That we might fall upon the Scripture,
to see whether they would hold out the truth of the proposition or not. This was
during the debate on ordination. The Assembly still had not come to any agreement
concerning the limits of external authority in the matter of interpreting the
Scripture.
The fourth outburst of the "back to the Bible" men occurred on April 3,1646,
three years after the opening session. Lightfoot and others were now defending their
Eraatianism by the devious means of leaping up authors". At last Seaman spoke
against Lightfoot in this fashion:
For the New Testament, be runs upon the exposition of the
Rabbins. I desire him to consider whether this be a safe
principle to go upon in exposition of Scripture. . .The
disciples of Christ had a notion about the kingdom of God
whence did they learn it but from the ancient Rabbins ? Christ
takes them off from the tradition of the eiders. . . "62
The warning was not heeded. George Gillespie spoke next and his first words
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involved an appeal to Buxtorf against the Erasti.ans.63 Lightfoot persisted. Vines
rebuked him five days later: "I desire he would not tell us how he finds in Jewish
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authours, but what he finds in the Word of God. " One of the most perplexing
problems of exegesis had yet to be solved.
We must point out that not one Independent took the lead in any of the "back to
the Bible" movements within the Assembly. It may be that there were more of these
movements than are recorded in extant sources. Because they did not take the lead
in this work, they were not true to their own principles. They were content to see
Presbyterians tear up their own well-feathered nest, providing they did it
methodically over a. long span, of time. . .
SUMMARY
The great reformation doctrine of the priesthood of all believers was sorely
tested in the Presbyterian-Independent controversy of the seventeenth century.
Presbyterians intended to shatter the "novelty" of Independency by pointing out that
the latter had no basis in history. Synodical writers emphasized historical precedent
in determining theological controversy; Congregational men emphasized their escha-
tological concept of new truth being unfolded in these latter times. Moderate Con-
gregaticnalists such as Thomas Goodwin were willing to quote some authors by way
of clarification, but they avoided the extremes of men like Rutherford and Gillespie
who quoted interminably as if to settle all disputes. In the Assembly, years of de¬
bate were wasted because of an inability to agree on the place and authority of human
authors in the interpretation of Scripture.
Vide Thomas Wood, English Casuistical Divinity During the Seventeenth Cen¬
tury With Special Reference to Jeremy Taylor (London: SPCK, 1$S£), p. xvii.'Thia
shows how the Anglicans tried"to avoid the dilemma of authoritarianism vs. doctrinal
anarchy. They hoped to learn from all without owning any as infallible guides.
2
For William Chill ingworth, vide The Religion of Prostestants a Safe Way to
Salvation (London: Henry G. Bohn, 1846 ed. ),~~p. 4637 for"Hooper, vide aTF. MitcEell,
The Westminister Assembly (London: James Nisbet & Co., 1883), pp.17, 18; for
hard fterbert of Cherbury, vide Basil Willey, The Seventeenth Century Background
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CHAPTER V
THE REFORMED CHURCHES AND INTERPRETATION OF SCRIPTURE
SECTION A: THE APOLOGETICALL NARRATION
John Calvin had been in his grave seventy-nine years, when the Westminster
Assembly first met in 1643. Nevertheless, the influence and prestige of the
illustrious reformer and many of his contemporaries were widely felt in the Eng¬
land of 1640-1660.
The shadow of the reformers and the reformed churches fell across many of
the debates in the Assembly. Many Puritans were keenly aware of the "example
of the best reformed churches" abroad in the matter of church government. The
Solemn League and Covenant specifically mentioned that the existing polity in these
churches abroad was to be the exemplar of the government established in England.
But when the curtain rose on the Presbyterian-Independent drama, It was soon
discovered that the places of these reformed churches and of the original re¬
formers themselves, were not agreed upon by the respective disputants.
Early in 1644, the Independent brethren in the Assembly published their famed
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Apologeticall Narration petitioning Parliament for a limited toleration, for them¬
selves and their brethren who could not join in the Presbyterian system. It was
now apparent that Presbyterianism was to be imposed upon England and that the
debates of the Westminster divines v/ere proceeding with inexorable logic towards
the exclusion of all but Presbyterianism.
This document was immediately attacked from all sides. For many months,
the candles of a hundred authors must have burned into the small hours of the
morning, judging by the learned and violent refutations which soon appeared.
Of all the charges against it, one of the most frequently heard concerned the re¬
formed churches. According to the Presbyterians, the Apologists had slandered
their brethren beyond the sea and had denigrated the memory of the first reformers.
Thomas Edwards wrote that the Apologeticall Narration casts "aspertions on
. . .the Reformed Churches"1 1 and he defended the first reformers against the
audacious five who had suggested that "the Calvinian Reformed Churches of the
first reformation from out of Popery, . . . stand in need of a further reformation
2themselves." The theme of reformed churches was a recurring feature of Ed¬
ward's defense. Indeed, Edwards's first charge against the Independents con¬
cerned the reformed churches, ^ because they spoke "by way of derogation, and
depression of all the Reformed Churches differing from them". 4 jje gai«5 that
the first reformers excelled the apologists "in piety, learning, suffering, years".5
the Reformers in the Reformed Churches of Geneva,
Scotland, etc. upon many reasons. . . .were like to
looke more impartially, .. . and without prejudice
upon the word of Christ, then you;®
Alexander Forbes, 7 Adam Steuart, 8 and John Dury9 au agreed that one of the
most reprehensible features of the Apologeticall Narration was that it spoke ill of
the Reformed Churches. Robert Baillie wrote to his cousin, Spang, on February
18, 1644, and complained that the Narration "lends too bald wypes to all the
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Reformed churches, as imperfyte yet in their reformation while their new modeli
be embraced... "9a Nearly every orthodox Presbyterian defender seized upon
the Independent contention that the churches of the Reformation needed further
refor mation.
In their much maligned Narration, they professed agreement with the re¬
formed churches in many elements of public worship, 1® but confidently asserted
that they
were not engaged by Education or otherwise to any
other of the Reformed Churches; and al though we
consulted with reverence what they held forth both
in their writings and practice, yet we could not
but suppose that they might not see into all things
about worship and government, their intentions being
most spent (as also of our first reformers in England)
upon the Reformation in Doctrine in which they had a
most happy handll
They alleged that the great defect in the reformation left by Calvin et, al. was
"practical godlinesse'd^ caused by allowing saved and unsaved into the churches.
The early reformers were not infallible. They "left us unreformed as touching the
outward forme both of worship and Church government. The Apologists affirmed
that England had been left unreformed for eighty years longer than sister nations
on the continent and that God had "reserved and provided some better thing for
this Nation when it should come to be reformed. "15 Just as the sixteenth cen¬
tury reformation was primarily concerned with doctrine, so now the reforma¬
tion of the reformation was concerned with government and worship.
The intensity of the storm raised abroad by the Apologetic all Narration can
be calculated by the many refutations which various reformed churches soon
produced. On March 10th, 1644, Baillie wrote thanking his cousin, Spang, for the
letter to the Assembly from the Walcheren Classis -with its "long and sharpe
censure of the Apologetick Narration".^ This was the first of the reformed
churches' attacks on the Independents' petition. Again, Baillie writes that "Mr.
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Forbes, in Delft, hes sent us over, in writt, a very prettie peice against the
Apologetick. I like it very well, I wish it were in print. Lightfoot records that
on April 29th, 1644, a letter arrived in the Westminster Assembly from the re¬
formed churches in Zeeland and that it had the "same dislike of the Apologetic
narration" as the letter from Walachria.
In the Assembly, the Presbyterians had been much embarrassed by the
Narration. On March 6th, 1644, a debate arose over the letter from Walachria.
The Presbyterians wanted to publish something absolving themselves from any
part in the Apology,not wishing the reformed churches to connect them in any
way with the sentiments contained in it.
SECTION B: THOMAS GOODWIN, THE REFORMERS,
AND THE REFORMED CHURCHES
The former President of Magdalen believed that God intended to recover
purity of doctrine and worship in the same manner in which it had been. lost. As
anti-Christ had gradually perverted God's truth over a thousand years of time, so
it pleased God to restore gradually thai which was lost.^
Men at first knew but a little, their hearts were only
set against images and popery, they knew but a few
pieces of the truth; but V/iekliffe and John Huss went
further. In Luther's time they knew justification by
faith, and then popery fell down about Luther's ears,
and he said, if they would grant that he would go on
further; but when God had utireaved all the tiles, that
popery was ready to be pulled down, then Calvin comes
in., and more was revealed. 21
It was therefore no insult to the reformers to insist upon a further reform¬
ation than theirs. Goodwin believed that they had gone as far as God intended.
Other work had been left for Calvin's successors.
That Calvin was never meant to foe the object of obloquy is apparent by the
78
way Goodwin, speaks in Ms favor. la fact, Goodwin often, referred to Calvin's
ecclesiastical establishment in Geneva as being worthy of imitation. 22
As seen above, the Apologists did not alienate their system from reformed
churches abroad. They specifically mentioned several kindred practices? in
worship. They professed to have consulted with authors of reformed literature.
And they hoped to have fellowship with them in the common faith which both
practiced.
It has often been alleged that the Independents counted all reformed churches
to be false churches because they conceived them to be deficient in government.
Nothing could be further from the truth. Thomas Goodwin says:
I know nothing tendeth more to the peaceable reformation
amongst us, than to break down this partition wall; for
there is nothing provokes more than this doth, to deny
such churches to be true churches of Christ. 23
Instead of violence, Thomas Goodwin cautioned patience as the best way of
persuasion. Ho was not invidious, thinking that calumny could best win the re¬
formed churches to a new system of polity after its having been established for
eighty years.
I know that Jesus Christ hath given his people light in
matters of this nature by degrees. Thousands of good
souls tK:,t have been bred up and born in our assemblies,
and enjoy the ordinances of God, and have done it com¬
fortably, cannot suddenly take in other principles; you
must wait upon Christ to do it.
In this case men are not to be wrought off by falsehoods,
God hath no need of them. No, rather, till men do take in
light, you should give them all that is comfortable in the
condition they are in; we should acknowledge every good
thing in every man, to every church, in every thing, and
that is a way to work upon men, and to prevail with them;24
He was willing to acknowledge the customs of the reformed churches and to
accept any that were true and consonant with the Word of God. But he stead¬
fastly refused to credit infallibility to their practices.
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The customs of Churches is now much urged in the World
to bind others to them, because the Apostles refer'd to them;
but the argument fails and differs in this, which is not con¬
sidered, that the Custom of Churches then were apostolical;
and such Customs in such Churches, so directed infallibly,
and Recorded then when the Apostles were present, we may
safely account Obligatory but not the Customs roeerly Humane. 5
Section C: THE REFORMED CHURCHES AND THE WESTMINSTER ASSEMBLY
A concept of ecumenicalism permeated most of the deliberations of the
Westminster Assembly. This was at the root of its concern for the "best reformed
churches". It also shaw3 that the Westminster divines had unconciously uncovered
one of the most perplexing problems of the twentieth century ecumenical movement.
How far can the peculiarities or heritage of different churches be used as a
basis for unity and wholeness ? Or how can the divergences of various Christian
churches be reduced to the lowest common denominator? Inherent in these
questions was the appeal to the Reformed Churches as an example to which the
Presbyterians aspired and which Independents refused. The Independents at the
Assembly were in favor of creating a church system based entirely on the Word of
God. The Presbyterians contended that they had an example of such a system in the
Reformed Churches, and especially in Scotland. Some of the Presbyterians refused
to discuss the validity of their claims and thus only contributed to the disagreement.
In the Assembly, the Independents did not have long to wait in order to see
which way the wind was blowing in regard to the Reformed Churches. In the debate
over the office of ruling elder, Lazarus Seaman offered this as a rule of hermen-
eutics: "That exposition is to be embraced, which agrees with the words, and with
the sense of the most reformed churches. Many times a speaker attempted to
27
prove a point by simply saying that it was thus and so in the churches abroad.
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By the end of the summer, 1644, the war had not gone well for Parliament. The
Assembly discussed possible reasons for this on September ninth. During the
debate, Alexander Henderson made a most revealing statement. He declared that
they were wasting their time debating the things which were "acknowledged by all
the Continental Churches. " They should accept these without debate and proceed
to discuss other matters,^8 Such a procedure was most repugnant to the In¬
dependents whose convictions were that the Continental Churches required further
reformation and were not jure divino.
The ecumenical nature of the Westminster Assembly is evidenced by the
extensive correspondence with churches in other lands. After it began to de¬
liberate, one of the first transactions was to send a letter to other Reformed
Churches abroad requesting help in the great work on which they were embarking;
"The way and manner of your owning us we leave to yourselves, " they wrote. ^
From subsequent events, it would seem that the Scots would have been much more
solicitous had they penned the letter after their own fashion. The Assembly wrote
O A
many similar letters. Dury got information of the reformed churches abroad in
answer to a request from Alexander Henderson. In a letter to Thomas Young, Herbert
Palmer, and Humphrey Chambers, (all members of the Assembly) Dury volunteered
to secure a list of the various precepts of church government practiced by the
reformed churches in Holland. His offer was for the purpose of expediting the
3 1
deliberations in the Assembly. Lightfoot records that the Assembly sent
several letters abroad when it was discovered that some merchants were travel -
3 2
ing into Transylvania, Sweden, etc. From Baillie's letters, we can discern
that one of the Presbyterians' principal hopes was that 'heae reformed churches
would speak out unanimously against the Independents. 33
Unfortunately, the Assembly's correspondence did not always produce the
results intended. Gillespie records that on March 13, 1644, word reached the
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Assembly of a letter seat to th® Reformed Church in Paris which caused them con¬
siderable difficulty with the Roman Catholic authorities there. 34 On April 11, 1644,
an answer came from the church in Hessia and it favored Episcopacy! This was
such a blow to Henderson that he suggested that the Assembly's letter must have
been sent to the wrong church! 35
From Walachria, came a reply which was received March 4, 1644.3^ It con¬
tained a critique of the Independents* Apologeticall Narration, but it embarrassed
the Presbyterians, because they had not absolved thc-n pelves from any connection
with the odious document of the Desseating Brethren. 37 Furthermore, this letter
had some very irritating material which was unfavorable to Scottish Presbyterianism.
One notable fulfilment of Presbyterian aspiration was the letter from Zeeland.
It arrived on April 29, 1644, expressing the "same dislike of the Apologetic narra¬
tion" as the letteV Walachria. 39
A
Another redeeming event for the Presbyterian efforts was the presentation to
the Assembly of Apollonius's book called Consideratio Quarundam Gontrove rslaram
.. .It was a refutation of the Independents and Erastians. This occurred on December
4, 1644, and was presented by Mr. Calendrine, who was pastor of the Dutch con-
40
gregation in London. The Classis of Walachria dedicated it to the Westminster
Assembly and the author considered that his literary efforts were in payment for
English assistance against the Arminians, a generation earlier at the Synod of
Dort. 41
For any to urge the example of the Reformed Churches as an unquestioned
authority, often raised the temperature of the cold Jerusalem Chamber at West¬
minster Abbey. In the discussions on baptism and the recipients of the rite, Wilson
voiced a view which was very close to that of the Independents, although he was a
Presbyterian. Gillespie's chronicle says
he £i.e. WilsonJ thinks the Reformed churches, in
some things, may be more reformed, and that the
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last will not be the worst. 4^
Nor was Thomas Goodwin silent when the Presbyterians tried to add the phrase
"best reformed churches" to the statement on. excommunication. He cried cut that
"this puts the renoun upon the Reformed Churches, which the Scripture doth not
upon any Churches in the world. .. " 4^
The Assembly, however, could criticise a reformer if they thought he was
wrong. On April 22, 1647, a committee of divines from the Assembly reported to
Parliament that a new translation of some of Luther's works should not be published,
because there were "very many passages contrary to... gravity and modesty... < 44
One wonders if John Calvin could ever have suffered a similar fate. Once,
George Gillespie, in a debate with Philip Nye, 45 almost admitted that the Reformed
Churches in Holland were not of a "right order". In some respects, therefore,
the Presbyterians were discreet in their handling of the reformers and the Re-
formed Churches. On the whole, however, their judgment was inclined to favor the
Calvinian Churches. It was very rare that anything critical of the Continental
Churches or of their founding fathers was voiced in the Westminster Assembly.
Their authority and prestige were only questioned by Independents.
SECTION D: ROBERT BAILLIE AND THE REFORMED CHURCHES
There were few more inveterate letter writers than Robert Baillie, the
Scottish Commissioner to the Westminster Assembly and Principal of Glasgow
University. He took little part in the debates, allowing his fellow-countrymen to
engage in that work. George Gillespie and Samuel Rutherford were always in the
heat of discussion. Baillie's importance in the Westminster sederunt lies in
another area. Perhaps more than any other, he persistently endeavored to stir
up the Reformed Churches abroad to help the Presbyterian cause in England.
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Through a series of letters to influential persons at home and abroad, we can see
quite clearly how a Presbyterian of the times valued the example of sister churches
46
in neighboring lands.
Baillie eagerly sought aid from abroad but was often disappointed. There
were very few occasions when events moved as the Presbyterians hoped. Fewer
and fewer successes were recorded as time passed. The reasons for this are
manifold. First, the Presbyterians had overestimated the extent of agreement
between the Scottish and Continental Reformed Churches; and underestimated the
agreement of Independency with many of the same churches. ^ Secondly, the In¬
dependents did a rather effective job of bringing their own propaganda to bear in
strategic places. Along with this last point, is an indisputable fact that sdme of the
reformed divines were very nearly Independents, especially Voetius, Vossius and
Rivett. ^
SUMMARY
The place and authority of the other reformed churches beyond the sea was not
agreed upon by the Presbyterians and Independents. The former wished to use the
example of their foreign brethren as a powerful beacon light in their own search for
the polity of the Bible: the latter wished to excel the reformed brethren.. .even to
criticize them if they came not up to the Scriptural rule in their reformation of the
reformation. The Apologeticall Narration clearly set forth the Congregational
position of denial of any degree of infallibility to other reformed churches and to
the reformers themselves and thus many of the Presbyterian attacks on the In¬
dependent manifesto centered on this point. Synodical men felt that they should de¬
fend the honor and integrity of the reformation fathers and of the churches they
founded against the innovations of those impudent Apologists.
Actually, the Independent attitude toward the reformers was one of honor. They
universally admired their great predecessors, but they wanted leave to try even
those great spirits by the Word. Calvin and his contemporaries did not claim to have
complete truth revealed to them and Presbyterians were wrong in making all the
statements of the early reformers ex cathedra and "incontestible". Congregational
men held that the reformers' memory should not be used to prevent new truth from
being received from God's Holy Writ. Thomas Goodwin revered Calvin and acknow¬
ledged other reformed churches to be true churches but believed that reformation
out of popery must proceed by degrees.
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Synodical men would Imitate their sister churches in their reformation o£ dis¬
cipline; Congregational men would go beyond their sister churches. This fund¬
amental disagreement was often mooted in the Westminster Assembly debates,
where Robert Baillie was busy with Ms behind the scenes correspondence trying to
crush Independency through the "example of the best reformed churches". His
frustration is a study in itself and. it appears that Independency had wider support
abroad than, is usually recognized.
^Thomas Edwards, Antapologia; Or Full Answer to the Apologeticall Nar¬
ration of Mr. Goodwin, ei. &X7, ^London, fS¥S),~p777~
^Thomas Goodwin, et. al., An Apologeticall Narration Humbly Submitted to
the Honourable Houses of Parliament efc. (London, 1643), pTirSTl
2aVlde Antapologia, op. cit., pp.16, 20, 22, 24, 25, 26f., 31, 35, 50, 51, 52,
53f., 64, 65, 71, 72-76, Bo-89, l64f., 173, 223. Cf. Thomas Edwards, Reasons
against the Independant Government of Particular Congregations: etc. {London,
1641), p,T6."The author wished"to refuse Independents a toleration because they
were contrary "to all reformed churches".
•^Edwards, Antapologia, op. cit., p. 2. 4Loc. cit.
"ibid., pp. 26, 27. ^Ibid., p. 24.
/Alexander Forbesj , An Anatomy of Independency, or A Brief Commentary,
and Moderate Discourse upon~tEe Apoiogeticall Narration etc., {London, "1644), p.llf.
Q t—- ~~J
i Adam Steuartj , Some Observations and Annotations Upon the Apologeticall
Narration etc., (London, 1643), p.l2f. ~
9
John Bury, A Epistolary Discourse Written by Mr. John Dury to Mr. Tho.
Goodwin, et. al. ^London, 1644), p. 17."
^aBaillie, Letters, op. cit., p.129, 130.
^Thomas Goodwin, Narration, op. cit., p. 8.
■""■Ibid., p.4. x**Loc. cit. -*•-Vide infra on membership controversy.
^Narration, o£. cit., p. 22. ^%bid., p. 23.
16
Baillie, Letters, op. cit., p.143, II. Cf. George Gillespie, Notes of Debates
and Proceedings of the Assembly of Divines and Other Commissioners at West-
minsterT"February^ 164lT^o1anuary, 1645. (ed. by David Meek, Edinburgh: Robert
Ogle and Oliver and Hoyd, IB46), p. 3*5. Gillespie recorded that the letter from
Walachria arrived on. March. 4th, 1644, and that it was against the Apologeticall
Narration.
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*^Baillie, Letters op. cit., p.181 (to William Spang, 1644, undated), II.
1®John Rogers Pitman (ecL), The Whole Works of the Rev. John Lightfoot, P.P.,
Master of Catherine Hall, Cambridge (London^ 1824ji7 vol. XIII containing the Journal
of the Proceedings of the Assembly of Divines: From January 1, 1643, to December 31,
16447" etc.,
19
Ibid., p.199. Cf. ibid., p.245, for further debate on the question of a West¬
minster Assembly answer to the Narration.
^9joodwin's gradual recovery theory of purity parallelled his progressive in¬
terpretation theory of hermeneutics. Vide infra.
21
Thomas Goodwin, Works (1861 ed. ), p. 528, V., Three sermons on Hebrews
1:1,2. Cf. A Discourse oFthe Glory of the Gospel, p.290, 291, IV.
22
E.g. Thomas Goodwin, Of the Constitution, etc., op. cit., Works (1696 ed.),
pp. 198, 217, IV. On another occasion, Goodwin"even quotes Calvin in order to prove
a limited toleration. Vide ibid., p. 400.
23




Thomas Goodwin, Works (1696 ed. ), _op. cit., p.25.
26
Lightfoot, Journal, op. cit., p. 65 (Nov. 24, 1643).
E. g. De la March appealed to them for reading the Word publicly, vide Light-
foot, og_. cit., p. 39 (Nov. 1, 1643); Lord Warriston used the example of the aceformed
churches in the debate on I. Cor. V, in relation to public censures, vide p. 145,
ibid. (Feb. 12, 1644); et George Gillespie cited several reformed writers to prove
the limited power of the people in a church. Vide p. 56, ibid. (May 1, 1644).
28Discussed in S. W. Garruthers, The Everyday Work of the Westminster
Assembly, op. cit., p-75.
29
As cited in a History of the Westminster Assembly of Divines and Biographical
Sketches of its most Conspicuous Members (Philadelphia: published by the Presbyter-
XAN Board of Publication, 1841), p. 58.
30
E. g. a letter in I.atin to Bishop Comenius of the Bohemian Brethren, who was
a friend of Hartlib and John Milton, but not of the Scots. Vide A.F. Mitchell, The
Westminster Assembly (London: James Nisbet & Co., MDCCCLXXXIII), p.286.
3 2-G. H. Turnbull, Hartlib, Dury, and Comenius (London: Hodder and Stougbton,
1947), p. 244.
^Lightfoot, op,, cit.. p. 235 (April 2, 1644). Vide infra on Baiilie
■^George Gillespie, Notes of Debates and Proceedings of the Assembly of
Divines and other Commissionera at Westminster. February, 1644" to January, 1645.
(ed. by David Meek, Edinburgh: Robert Ogle and Oliver and Boyd7~I$46)» p. 39.
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o_,ightfoot, op. cit., p. 254; et Gillespie, Notes, op. cit., p. 56. The latter
tells us that the Walachria letter promised a more complete refutation of the
Narration to be sent at a more convenient time.
^Lightfoot, op. cit., p. 339.
41Apollonius of Middleburgh, Conside ratio Quarundam Controveraiarum ad
Regimen Ecclesiae Dei Spectantium, quae in Angliae Regno hodie Agitantur, fing-
lish edition (London, 1645), "The epistle to the synod, at London"," unpaged
^Gillespie, Notes, op. cit., p. 90 (Oct. 10, 1644).
-J y- \/\ '
43Alexander F. Headersnn et John Struthers (eds.), Minutes of the Sessions of
the Westminster Assembly of Divines etc. (Edinburgh: William Blackv/oo3~and Sons,
rS74TTpT43 (SessT3F971ai."TfTTHii? 5).
44xbid., p. 353 (Sess.830).
45
Gillespie, Notes, op. ext., p. 49 (April 12, 1644).
46vide BaUlie's Journals, op., cit., pp. 115,128,143,144,181,153,164,165,169,
170,174,179,180,181,1<?7, 202, 2057^18,177, 239, 240, 252, 253, 254, 288, 311, 371, 375,378, H.
4loutch scholarship has often been overlooked in the evaluation of seventeenth-
century Independency. In the light of Baillie's correspondence and evidence of there
being many similarities between reformed worship and Congregationalism, it is in¬
teresting that so many Dutch historians have written of the Independents: D. Deddens,
"Het Kerkrecht Van De Congregationalisten In De 17 Eeuw." a thesis dealing with
Congregational polity in the Netherlands of the 1630,s_J ; D. Nauta, De Nederlandsche
Gereformeerden En Het Independent!sme In De Zeventien.de Eeuw (Amsterdam; H.J.
Paris, 1926), Ja"Bb6E~on"Apollonius and JoEn Norton, vide supra / ; Rudolph Boon,
Het Problem Per Christelyke Gemeenschap (Amsterdam: 1951), [a. book on the
origin and development of the Congregational churches in Massachusetts^ 5 et
Marius Bowman, Voetius Over Het Gezag Der Synoden (Amsterdam: S.J. P. Bakker,
1937). ~
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vide Douglas Nobbs, Theocracy and Toleration on the proximity of Voetius
and Rivett to the Independents. Nobbs even suggests that Independent theories were
"the major influence in the development of Voetius's own theory. " Vide p. 172ff.
Part 2.... Eschatalogical DiH«r«acea: Gad's Word Interpreted in tlie
Light of the 'T^ast Time.»< (Chape. VI-VIII)
CHAPTER VI
THE OLD AND NEW TESTAMENTS
AND AN ESCHATOLOGICO-DISPENSATTONAL EXEGESIS*
la a very real sense, the Presbyterian-Independent controversy of the
seventeenth century was an attempt to define the relation between the Old and New
Testaments. The reformers had focused attention, on the Scriptures instead of an
authoritarian church, but the Puritan legatees of the reformation began to ask a
further question that Calvin had neglected to answer.
The problem in the seventeenth century was not on© of Biblical authority. The
question was, what part of the Scriptures can be used for polity in the Church?
Puritans have too often been accused of harboring an "Old Testament Spirit."
The Accusation generally stems from their intolerant attitude toward Christians of
different persuasions from themselves and from an insistence on defining the
Magistrate's duties out of the Old Testament economy.* Most writers have con¬
curred in attributing seventeenth century intolerance to an inadequate view of what
the Old Testament has to say about judicial punishments. ^ The problem of the Old
Testament in relation to toleration is not our immediate concern, however. Of
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more importance to the Presbyterian-Independent controversy is the matter of
church government and where the ground of it is to be established.
The Westminster Assembly ascribed inspiration to both Old and New Test¬
aments, 3 but unfortunately, the Puritan fathers saw no need to define the applica¬
tions! limits of each part of the Bible (if indeed there were any such limits). Never¬
theless, moderate Puritans were in perfect agreement in the broad terms of authority:
Q. Then the Old and New Testament be all one for substance?
A. They are so, Christ is the substance of both; and they are
but geverall wales of setting down the Covenant of Grace;
the one teaching to believe in Christ that was to come; the
other shewing more clearly all things fulfilled in Christ
now come.4
The division between Presbyterians and Independents occurred when matters of
polity entered the arena, not over the authority of the Old Testament for Christians.
Most would have agreed with Lyford that:
The Scriptures of the Old Testament are still of Divine
Authority to the Churches of Christ under the Gospell,
to try, judge and determine, in matters of Faith and Duty. ^
There is no evidence that the Independents at the Westminster Assembly objected to
the revision of the Thirty Nine Articles^(concerning the authority of the Old Test¬
ament for Christians under grace ), and it is evident that the Independents at the
Assembly were no more antinomian than their Presbyterian brethren. 7 John Light-
foot records that a petition against the antinomians was brought to the Westminster
Assembly on August 7th, 1643, and it is significant that no Independent voice was
raised against it. 8 The Independents at Westminster displayed no tendency toward
antinomiamsrn.9 Again, on January 8th, 1644, another report was made to the
Assembly by Walker, who "spoke very plainly, that he had heard this week, one
member of one of the churches that came out oi Holland maintain Antinomianism
most strongly and stoutly. "10 The pastor's name was not mentioned and it is
presumed that it is not one of the Apologists, for they did not object to this
accusation. Furthermore, it was not said that the minister was at fauli.. but only
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one of his members. Whatever might be said of other Independents;, a charge of
Antinoiniani3m cannot be laid at the door of the Congregational brethren at the
Westminster Assembly.
SECTION B: INCONSISTENCIES CONCERNING THE RELATION OF OLD AND NEW
TESTAMENTS AMONGST THE PRESBYTERIANS
Isolated individuals from the Presbyterian ranks insisted on an exclusively
New Testament polity but the synodic®! brethren in general favored an appeal to
the Old Testament for much of their polity. They had a keen sense of the ixnity of
Scripture and they felt that too much dispens&tionalism eclipsed that unity.H
William Twi sse warned that "although in the New Testament a great light be risen,
yet must we not think that in the Old Testament there was a meer blindness. "12
Antinomians did not heed such words and were lost in a maze of tiny distinctions
concerning moral law, civil law, ceremonial law, and confusions regarding the
parts eternally binding and the partsdispensationally applied. Roger Williams was
accused by Stephen Marshall of invalidating the Old Testament by his insistence on
the separation of church and state. 13
Most Presbyterians stigmatized Independency as contrary to the New Test-
amentia although George Gillespie once admitted that there may have been a few
Independent Churches in Apostolical times. 15 -phe churches established by Paul,
and others were set forth as exemplars for seventeenth century Presbyterian
churches.16
In spite of the professed aims of the Presbyterian apologists in desiring a New
Testament polity, they were unattainable. Inconsistencies, such as the following,
thwarted the attempt:
(1) The first inconsistency was the "development theory" of Presbyterian govern-
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ment. George Gillespie, for instance, admits that the New Testament knew
nothing of a system of parish churches such as existed in seventeenth century Eng¬
land. These are a later development based on exigency, not a literal interpretation
of the words of Scripture.The young Scottish minister insisted that much of the
Presbyterian hierarchy of synods was unnecessary in New Testament times, because
the Church was only in its infancy.*® A view such as this, made a transition book
out of the Book of Acts, and invalidated the Epistles as authority for a New Testament
Church.
William Prynne and Samuel Rutherford admitted that the New Testament knew
nothing of a National Church, but maintained that it was lawful to have one since the
Church was then only in "her primitive infant condition. "19 The Independent argu¬
ments against the institution of a National Church must have been felt by these two
Presbyterian stalwarts when they had to make such an admission.
And the St. Andrews *s professor even went so far as to say that "the Christian
Church that now is, cannot be of that same essential frame with the Apostolick
Churches...
(2) The second premise of the Presbyterians which stymied their quest for a
New Testament Church was that the so-called church of Old Testament Israel was
the same as the Christian Church. The full Puritan position was voiced by Stephen
Marshall on December 30th, 1646, when he preached before Parliament addressu;g
them as "you that are the Heads of our Tribes. Seventeenth century England was
pictured as a reincarnated Jewish theocracy. "Our brethren, " said Samuel
Rutherford, "widely mistake a supposed difference which they devise betwixt the
Jewish and Christian Church.. . He continued,
Those Churches be of the same nature, frame, and essential
Constitution, which agree in the same essentials, and differ
only in accidents; but such are the Church of the Jews, and the
Christian Churches. 23
And Robert Baillie wrote that ". . .The Church in the dayes of Moses and the
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Prophets, was one and the same with the Church of our dayes. "24
Two generations before our controversy reached its zenith, Thomas Cart-
wright had accused Whitgift of making the Jews different from Christians: "your
words seem to give suspition of a difference between the Jewes and us, what is
that?To many Puritans, nothing was more sacrilegious than to deny this premise!
Debates among the divines at Westminster often centered on the question of
whether or not Israel was identical with the Christian Church. Coleman appealed
to the "church of the Jews" in order to prove that a meeting of officers was called
? A
a "church" in the debate on. Matthew 18. Rutherford had to admit, to his chagrin,
that "there was not such a thing as a Christian Church when Christ uttered.. . .
XVI Matthew".2? The hectic events connected with the feud between the Erastian
Parliament and the Westminster Assembly over the jus divinum claims of church
government gave rise to one of the most interesting speeches over recorded in the
meetings of the divines. Sir Benjamin Rudyard, member of Parliament, instructed
the Assembly:
The matter you are now about, the jus divinum, is of
a formidable and tremendous nature, it will be ex¬
pected you should answer by clear, practical, and
express Scriptures; not by far-fetched argmnei..>: ■ which
are commonly told before you come to the matter. . .1
have heard much spoken of 'the pattern in the mount' so
express I could never find in the New Testament
such a pattern. 28
By this warning, Parliament w&& serving notice on the Assembly that its answer to
the nine queries of jus divinum were to be answered from the New Testament and not
from the Old Testament. The Erastian lawyers saw very clearly that Presbytery
was based on the presupposition that "Israel equals Church". ^
(3) The third tendency which contributed to the failure of the Presbyterians to
secure a New Testament polity was seen in their using proof texts out of the Old
Testament to prove their so-called New Testament platform. Many Presbyterian
writers began, with an Old Testament proof of Presbyterian government.
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There were few parts of the Presbyterian polity which were not grounded in the
Old Testament by some writer or other. Robert Baillie attempted to disprove
separation by appealing to the example of the "Jewish Church" which allowed no
other to be tolerated. ^ The London ministers quoted Haggai and Zechariah when
they petitioned Parliament for the ordinance of excommunication to be given into
their hands. ^ And Richard Baxter spoke in favor of unre gene rate church member¬
ship by pointing out that Cain was in the first church of Adam; Ham was a member
of Noah's church; and Esau in Isaac's. ^3
Few, if any, writers of the time used the Old Testament more than did George
Gillespie to prove matters of polity. He endeavored to show that a "church" in the
Old Testament was often a representative meeting as in Ex.12:3, 21.^ He asserted
that Laban's flocks were "called one flock" (Genesis 30:36) and therefore many
churches can make one presbytery. ^3 The subordination of synods was shown
from the ancient "Jewish Church". Appealing to the Old Testament was
criticized by the Independents, but Gillespie answered that they . .do® when
they please, reason from the formes of the Jewish Church, and yet they will not
3?
permit us to reason in like manner. We shall see that Gillespie had hit the
Achilles heel of the Independents' case; his criticism was certainly just.
Those who objected to Presbyterian predilections for the Old Testament were
usually the Erastians from the Parliament, who sat in the Westminster Assembly.
Benjamin Rudyard cautioned during the debate on ruling elders that "it would prove
but a weak ground to build our eldership upon the Jewish. The next day Lord
Say put forth a similar view:
the seeking of ground for a ruling elder out of the
Jewish church would be a loss of labour; for that
the church and state were so..mixed,. as that it cannot
any way pattern evangelic churches; 39
If these counsels had been heeded, the first argument of Presbyterian apologists
would have been eliminated.
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Within Presbyterian ranks there sometimes appeared a note of dubiety con-
cerniag Old Testament proofs, but these v/ere very few. Some Presbyterians ob¬
jected to the inclusion of Proverbs 29:18 as a proof of a preaching older in the New
Testament church,^® but it passed anyway. While professing to desire a New Test¬
ament polity, the Presbyterians actually quoted so many Old Testament texts that
they could not possibly have called their system exclusively Christian. It involved
many Jewish features.
(4) The fourth reason why the Presbyterian polity was not exclusively a New
Testament government, was that their concept of the mini stay had many Old Testament
connections. We shall only note here that the basic presupposition concerning the
41
elder was that he was equal to the Old Testament priest. Though in all fairness,
it must be admitted that some Presbyterians at the Westminster Assembly question¬
ed the equating of Old Testament Levite with New Testament presbyter. On Nov.
6, 1643, Keynor first voiced such doubts.^ Palmer later voiced similar objections^
but these were of the minority opinion.
Thus, although the Presbyterians wished to have a New Testament polity, their
practices compromised their hopes. Since the Bible was a unity, they saw no par¬
ticular reason to try to pigeon hole any part of it. Lacking any basic dispensations!
application of Scripture, the resulting polity had a distinctly Old Testament flavor.
Whether their rivals (who also claimed to have a New Testament polity) succeeded
where Presbyterians failed, now remains to be seen.
SECTION C: INDEPENDENTS AND THE NEW TESTAMENT POLITY
The problem which confronted Puritanism was how to maintain the authority of
the unified Scriptures of both Old and New Testaments and yet interpret passages
dealing with polity in a dispenaational pattern. Presbyterians no less than la-
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dependents attempted to accomplish this, but we have already seen how the former
failed. We proceed to show that Independents, though presenting greater promise
of solving this problem, also failed and were perhaps guilty of greater inconsistencies,
John Owen's viewpoint is typical of seventeenth century Independency:
The Lights which God maketh, are sufficient to rule
the seasons for which they are ordained; as, in creat¬
ing of the world, God made two great lights, the greater
light to rule the day, and the lesser light to rule the night;
so in the erection of the new world of his Church, he set
two great lights, the lesser light of the old Testament,
to guide the night, the darke space of time under the law,
and the greater light of the new Testament, to rule the
glorious day of the Gospel, and these two lights do
sufficiently enlighten every man that commeth into this
new world;44
All Independents would not have allowed as much light in the Old Testament,
as Owen did, Some of them were more peremptory:
we finde all kinds of aignes and ceremonies in Gods
service under the Old Testament, though ordained by
God himselfe, to be utterly abolished by Christ, and
forbidden to Christians under the New Testament: and
much more all such as are of humane invention: all which
are of that nature, as the Apostle cais them, the Yoke of
Bondage, to such as are intangled therein; exhorting all
Christiana to stand fast in the libertie wherewith Christ
hath made us free. 45
The Independent view of the relation between Old and New Testaments often
resembled a scheme of progressive revelation. "The mystery of the Gospel was
manifested generally and more darkly in the Old Testament ".46 Many Puritans
were keenly interested in the problem. 47 Belief in progressive interpretation lent
itself readily to a dispensationai application of Old and New Testaments, but few
Presbyterians would, have disagreed with any of the above quotations; the difficulty
is yet to be seen.
Part of this difficulty emerged when the Independents began to denigrate the
so-called Church of the Jews. The moderate, Henry Burton, wrote:
The Temple was seven yeares in building, first hewing
squaring, then erecting stone after stone, timber after
timber, each in his proper place, here was no variation of the
frame and forme of the temple all this while, but the worke
went up day by day, till it came to perfection, according to
the patterne in writing given to David by the Spirit. Even so,
while the Spiritual! Temple is framing the daily goings up of
it by order after order and rule after rule, is no variation
but a graduall rending to perfection, till all be finished; as
■we now see the whole frame of Church-government for all
true Evangelicall Churches so corr.pleated in the New Testament
The Independent doctrine of progressive interpretation is often similar to the Pres¬
byterian concept of the growth of church government from the simple to the more
complex structure. The distinction lies in the fact that the former stopped with the
New Testament; the latter continued beyond the New Testament into the pre sent.
John Cotton agreed with Burton in that "Under the Old Testament it (i.e., the Church)
was in its infancy, but it is comparatively come forth of its nonage, and growen up
to a riper age. " ^ Most Independent writers agreed that the New Testament presented
the only valid platform of Church government for a Christian community. ^
Not only was the New Testament the ground of church polity, but seventeenth
century Congregationalists were quite certain (equally as certain as their Presby¬
terian counterparts) that their own polity was according to the New Testament
example. "The whole New Testament is both anexpresse and ample witnesse on
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our side, " asserted Burton. In the Apologetical Narration, the brethren had
defined their principles; "First, the supreme rule without us, was the Primitive
patterne and example of the churches erected by the Apostles. " ^2. "The New Test¬
ament" was the "sacred pillar of fire to guide us, " they said. Edwards seized
ob this and asked;
why is the old Testament forgotten by you, and not so
much as mentioned? 7/hat, i3 the old Testament no
patterne, nor example to .you in Church-worship and
Government, nor is there nothing recorded there any
part of the sacred pillar of fire to• guide you by?
Consider whether in this, you follow not too much
the example of some Kereticks and erroneous spirits,
who will have nothing to do with the Old Testament,
in the points they hold: This is the way of the Anabaptists,
arid of the Antinomians, both of old and at
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this day, and lam sorry such men as you... should
so farre forget your selves, as to contenance such
persons so farre.53
Du Mouli»54 was equally certain that the Congregational Way was the New Test¬
ament Church bedecked in seventeenth century dress.
Since it was said that Independency was contrary to Presbytery, and Independency
was the New Testament Church, it followed that Presbyterian churches were not
New Testament centered. Congregationalists were as sure of this as their rivals
were sure of the opposite assertion. "Their way of constituting this present Pres¬
bytery, " wrote John Saltmarsh of the Presbyterians, " is without precept or ex¬
ample for such a Way in the whole New Testament. "55 Thomas Hooker was
equally emphatic:
There is no Presbytsriall Church (i.e., A Church made
up of Elders of many Congregations appointed Classickwise,
to rule all those Congregations) in the New Testament. 56
And Henry Burton charged that . .your Presbyteriall government hath neither
best, nor any sufficient warrant, as wee judge, In the New Testament, no nor any
warrant at all in Gods word. Each group of Puritans held the other to be con¬
trary to the platform of government in the New Testament, and their own conform¬
able to it.
To the Presbyterian biblical scholar, Israel and the Christian Church were the
same entity. This was feverishly de^nied by Independents who wished to distinguish
between the two. Many years before the Westminster Assembly met, the Independent,
Henry Jacob confessed;
I desired to distinguish cleerly betweeae the Jewish Church,
and the Christian; which verily differ not in Accidents alone,
but in kind of government and in essentiail constitution.. .from
hence hath arisen no small occasion of grievouw errors. 58
This observation proved to be prophetical of the 1640 's when the issue between
the polities of the two Testaments exploded into the intense controversy before us.
The relation of Israel to the Christian Church caused as much trouble as any other
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single aspect of Biblical exegesis.
Burton also denied that Israel equals Christian Church:
no such model is left in the New Testament, as was
given to Moses and David in the Oldj which consisted
altogether of externail things, being shadows of the
spiritual! now under the Gospell, the pattern whereof
was Christ. 59
Old Testament ties were a definite hindrance to a New Testament church, said
the Independents.
Others too, were interested in the problem- The future Vice-chancellor of
Oxford University, wrote in 1644:
Concerning the ancient Patriarchs; from these, some
who would have Judaisme, to be but an intercision of
Christianity derive the pedigree of christians, affirming
the diferenee between us & them, to be solely in the name
& not the thing it self: Of this thus much at least is true,
that the Law of Commandments, contained in Ordinances
did much more diversifie the Administration of the Covenant,
before, and after Christ, then those plains moralities, where¬
with in their dayes it was cloathed: where the assertion is
deficient, Antiquity hath given its authors sanctuary from "•
farther pursuit, their practice then, where it cleer, can be
no president for Christians;^
Ten years after the Westminster Assembly, at the Savoy, Independents re¬
worded the Westminster Confession and it is significant that they omitted the re¬
ference to the "people of Israel" being a "Church under age". Cougregatinnalists
had begun to realize that most of the difficulties over polity centered on the economy
of Israel in relation to the Christian Church. The pity was that they did not see
the issue clearly enough to act consistently.
Just as the Presbyterians were guilty of inconsistency in their search after a
New Testament polity, so the Independents (who earnestly sought after a dispensa-
tional emphasis of some sort) were not blameless. Roger Williams and Robert
Baillie both accused the New England Independents of creating "a strange modell
of a Church and Commonwealth after the Mosaicall and Jewish patterne" which
"wakens Moses from his unknown grave, and denies Jesus yet to have seen the
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earth". Presbyterians were correct to criticize John Cotton in such a manner,
because he had professed to have a New Testament church, yet often used Old Tes-
ament texts to expound his so-called New Testament polity. 00
One of the; most flagrant violations of Independent principles is attributed to
Louis du Moulin, who was not really an Independent, himself, but who professed to
admire them more than any other group. He set out to prove that "the Congrega¬
tional way has been practised in all Ages of the World. He attempted to trace
the growth and practice of Independency over a span of four thousand years, through
Noah's family. Job, Abraham, Joshua., Samuel., and the seven thousand men who
had not bowed the knee to Baal. All these Old Testament examples were Independ-
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ent churches, declared the Frenchman. Few English Independents (if any) ever
embarked on so ambitious a task. And if they had, they would have done violence
to their New Testament polity. ^
As we have seen, the Presbyterians found difficulty in proving their National
Church scheme from the New Testament. Independents found a similar difficulty
in proving their church covenants from New Testament ground. ' Congregational
churches required their members to subscribe to a covenant as a qualification for
membership. Samuel Rutherford said that they could not show any New Testament
ground for the practice, but it is difficult to see how a Presbyterian could dis¬
prove anything from New Testament principles because he admitted that the Church
had progressed to a more complex state from Apostolical times.
In the case of Thomas Goodwin, we have an Independent who evidenced quite
clearly his own confusion as to the relation between Old and New Testaments in
matters of polity. We proceed now to discuss his view.
SECTION D; THOMAS GOODWIN AND THE NEW TESTAMENT
PLATFORM FOR CHURCH GOVERNMENT
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Like most Puritans, Thomas Good-win professed to find his church polity
within, the covers of the New Testament:
There are in the Books of the New Testament written by
the Apostles, manifold particular directions and notes ,
purposely and professedly written to direct the Govern-
in ent of Churches, and ordering the Worship of them. 69
He pointedly omits any mention of the Old Testament here, trying to lay the ground¬
work of a dispensational approach to matters of Church polity. He says in another
place:
Through Christ might speak in the Language of the Old Test¬
ament, it is not necessary that his meaning should be, that
the Churches in the Ne-w Testament, should be formed according
as the Old were; but the contrary. Our Saviour Christ had said
before in Matt.16.18. 'I will build my Church;' and as he speaks
of New Keyes that are to be given, so by that he prepares their
minds to a perswasion, that he would have a New Church Distinct
from the former. 70
The relation between the Old and New Testaments was really one of a contrast
between Moses and Christ, between the Jewish theocracy and the Christian Church
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although both may be called a "Church".
God hath so advanced the State of the New Testament above
that of the Old; that as the Glory of the Second Temple,
exceeded the First; so doth the Glory of the Saints now in
these assemblies, excell all former. Every Believer is
a Priest now. 72
To Thomas Goodwin, the glory of the New Testament Church consisted in the priest¬
hood of all believers. "Let them come with all their Arguments out of the Old Test¬
ament, " exalts Goodwin, "I will but only Preach Jesus Christ, and say, What say
you to Jesus Christ?" 73
Presbyterians, declared the leader cf the dissenting brethrep, rely too much on the
Old Testament for their church government. 74 Their polity is definitely not of the New
Testament. ^ If we rely on the Old Testament for polity, "it would as well serve for
the erecting of Episcopal Government. Only Congregational churches are conform¬
able to New Testament patterns. 77 Thomas Goodwin wanted to get back "to the Primitive
picture drawn in the Stordes of the New Testament, and in the Rules and Commands in the
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the Epistles.
Regarding the four inconsistencies of Presbyterian practice in using the Old
Testament, Thomas Goodwin had these criticisms. First, he questioned develop¬
ment of polity from simple to complex forms. William Pryrme and others were
answered with this statement:
It lies upon those that affirm it to prove that the
endowing single congregations at first with an intire
power was an act of necessity, and not voluntary, and
as it should stand in all ages. °
Again, Goodwin writes:
If Nature at first do beget a perfect Child, with all
the parts, it may indeed grow in Stature; but all the
Natural parts it hathwhen a Man, it hath when a Child;
and though it may grow in Stature, it doth not grow in
perfection, nor is defective of any of its Natural powers,
when a Child, . . .
Secondly, Thomas Goodwin stood close to the Presbyterian position regarding
Israel's relation to the Christian Church. Though making a distinction between Old
and New Testament economies he was not always clear regarding Israel. When
arguing in favor of a toleration for Congregationalists, he speaks as Stephen
Marshall had spoken:
that which I principally consider and urge in the case,
. . .is this, That God, in his gracious providence had so
disposed of this nick and juncture of time that all of the
ten tribes that would, had liberty to go to Jerusalem to
worship by the permission of their King who was over
them;81
England was likened to the divided Old Testament Kingdom of Judah and Israel.
The terminology paralleled many Presbyterian sermons of the time.
Thirdly, Old Testament proof texts were used as extensively by Thomas Good¬
win as by any Presbyterian apologist. The inconsistency of the practice destroyed
his professed reliance on New Testament ground for government. He quotes Jeremiah
3:16 as applying to churches under the Gospel;®^ Canticles 8:8,9 supposedly speaks
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of the relation of New Testament sister churches;®^ he uses passages in Exodus
to apply to New Testament churches;®^ Isaiah 4:5 means New Testament particular
churches after the Congregational standard;®^ "Jerusalem was the Type of
our Assemblies";®^ the Lord's supper ought to be observed each week, because
"in the Old Testament all ordinances.. .had a fixed Time by Institution. "®^ And ia
order to justify separation from the Church of England's ordinances in going to
Holland, he quotes several Old Testament examples.The method of exegesis
used was a system of typology which often transgressed the rules of hermeneutics
which he had imposed upon himself.
I shall be mindful of That Rule, which in the Application
of Types, we are ever to follow, that no Types are to be
applyed to any thing under the New Testament, but by a
special warrant from the Holy Ghost, so applying it in some
place of the New Testament, or in some Prophecy of the
times of the Gospel in the Old Testament.
All the Old Testament was used by Goodwin and applied spiritually as types but not
(supposedly) for a ground of New Testament Church polity. ^0 A looseness of usage
crept into his practice, however, which often obscured his professed distinction
between Old and New Testaments dispensationally. ^ Whether he intended to use
the Old Testament as illustrative material for New Testament truth or whether he
inadvertently meant it as legitimate proof for his system of government is often
difficult to determine.
The fourth inconsistency of Presbyterian apologists involved the superirrposition
of Old Testament prerogatives onto New Testament concepts of the Christian min¬
istry. Especially did we note their equation of Levitical priest with Christian elder.
Although criticizing Francis Johnson (an early Independent minister of the sixteenth
century) for trying to make "the New to be conformed to the Analogy of the Old, and
92
so to make a Pastor in a Congregational Church to be as a High Priest", yet Good¬
win breaks down his own distinction by quoting Isaiah 66:21
'I will take of them for Priests and for Levites, '
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it implies that there should be these two ranks
and sorts of Officers in the New Testament, answer¬
able to those two in the Old, for ordinary Officers,
as indeed there are, viz. Bishops and Deacons. 93
He also insisted on an obligatory covenant for church membership. John
Goodwin asked how he could justify this from the New Testament and Thomas Good¬
win answered by referring to the Covenant in Mount Horeb!^
SUMMARY
The controversy between Presbyterians and Independents was more or less an
attempt to define succinctly the relationship between Old and New Testaments in
matters pertaining to church government.
Both Puritan parties accepted the Old Testament and the New as inspired of
God and authoritative. But Presbyterians had a keener sense of the unity of Scrip¬
ture (inherited from Calvin) and refused to eclipse that unity by any dispensational
application. Independents, on the other hand, emphasized the differences between
Moses and Christ, setting out to define a revolutionary principle of dispensational
application of divine truth, especially in reference to polity.
For various reasons, both groups failed to achieve a distinctly New Testament
Church, although both claimed to have done so. Inconsistencies by Presbyterian
and Independent alike were mostly due to confusions regarding the Jewish economy
and its impact on the New Testament church.
Congregational theory, if developed consistently, could have arrived at a work¬
able New Testament pattern; but champions like Thomas Goodwin could not alienate
themselves enough from the shadow of the "Jewish Church".
Failure of the Puritan Revolution was due in no small measure to inability to
define the true relationship between Old and New Testaments. Questions of polity-
could be settled only by a prior solution to this problem.
Vide The Divine Right of Church Government by Sundry Ministers of Christ
within the City of London (originally published in London, lo4b, although I have used
the Paisley edition of 1799), p. 64; George Gillespie, ha Assertion of the Government
of the Church of Scotland etc. (Edinburgh, 1641), p. 2fj~Stephen Marshall, The Power
"of the Civil Magistrate In Matters of Religion Vindicated etc. (London: 1657), pTST""
et ftichard Byfleld, The Power of tS.e~~£hrist of <jlod; etc. (London: 1641), "The Episti.j
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of Faith had four Old Testament passages and only two from the New Testament to
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prove the right of the magistrate to call synods; vide S.W. Carruthers, The West¬
minster Confession of Faith (Manchester: R. Aikmaa and Son, 1937), p. 153 (Ch.XXI,
"of Synods and Councils, " sect. II). The two New Testament passages are very
far fetched. I Tim. 2:1 and Matthew 2:4, 5. "Although both Puritan parties may have
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minster Confession of Faith, chap.. XXIII:3 on the punishment of heresy by the
civil power, where there are no less than 118 Old Testament proof texts given and
only 12 from the New Testament, most of the latter necessitating far-fetched inter¬
pretations in order to prove the point. "
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SECTION A: THE ORIGIN OF THE DOCTRINE
Nascent Independency drew much of its nourishment from the doctrine of
"progressive interpretation". Congregationalist champions wished to avoid peremptory
dogmatism. They believed that God had yet more truth to unfold to the Church. To
close the door on this possibility was to induce obscurantism.
In another part of this prelection, it has been intimated that one of the principal
charges against Independency by the Presbyterians was that it was novel.* "In¬
dependency is contrary to all the discipline that ever was knowne to Christendome
2
before the Anabaptists, " wrote Robert Baillie. ". . .they attribute without fear, to
a number of Scriptures, such new and strange senses as before them were never
heard of:"3 William Prynne, too, made much of the fact that the Independents had
no historical precedent before recent times.^
To this accusation, the Independents answered that God had shed new light on
certain Scriptural passages and that the best way to hamstring the truth was to cut
the tendon of cumulative knowledge.
112
The origin of the Independent doctrine of progressive interpretation is a moot
question. The nexus between John Robinson and the Independents of the Sixteen-
forties is difficult to trace in a catena of thought, but the conclusion is almost un¬
avoidable that this Independent concept had its inception in Robinson's farewell speech
to the departing Pilgrims on their way to the New World. 5
SECTION B: THE INDEPENDENT POSITION6
Many recent scholars of Puritanism have noticed the crucial nature of the doctrine
of "progressive interpretation". Our immediate attention, however, must be focused
on the views of several Independents in juxtaposition to various Presbyterians.
Thomas Hooker asserted:
Truth is the Daughter of time, . .. Not that there is
any change in truth, but the alteration grows, according
to mens apprehensions, to whom it is more or less© dis¬
covered, according to Gods most just judgement, and their
own deservings. ®
Not all of the Independents were so careful to make the point that truth was absolute.
Some of them were so intent on leaving the door open for more truth, that they for¬
got to insure against losing what they had already attained. Hooker was convinced of
Man's inability not Truth's inability:
The Sum is, we doubt not what we practise, but its
beyond all doubt, that all men are liars* and we are
in the number of these poor feeble men, either we do,
or may err, though we do not know it, what we have
learned, we professe, and yet professe still to live,
that we may learn1?
Its the perfection of a man, amidst these many weak¬
nesses, we are surrounded withal!, by many changes to
come to perfection. Its the honour and conquest of a man
truly wise to be conquered by the truth: and he hath attained
the greatest liberty, that suffers himself to be led captive thereby. 10
Almost every Independent writer of the times agreed with the anonymous person
who asserted that in regard to polity, the Independents "have not concluded every
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perticular of their owse, but are still upon the search, and enquiry.
Even Thomas Fuller, who TO3 not known for his accuracy in reporting, made
the observation that "Their adversaries cavil he reat [i.e. against the Independent
doctrine of progressive interpretation] , as a reserve able to rout all the armies of
arguments which are brought against them;1* aad "because 'one day teacheth another,'
they will not be tied on Tuesday morning to maintain their tenets on Monday night, if
a new discovery intervene.
Not all the Independent brethren attempted to defend their innovations by appeal¬
ing to their New Light theory. William Dell once asserted that the so-called "New
Light" which many cried down, was in reality nothing but "Old Light" long obscured
13
by Satan's machinations. It was only rediscovered in uur day, said Dell. Such a
defense rbviated the Presbyterian contentions of "novelty".
SECTION C; THOMAS GOODWIN'S VIEW OF
"PROGRESSIVE INTERPRETATION "
Contrary to any pragmatical approach to exegesis, the Apologists at the Assembly
clearly believed that they had
found principles enough,not onely fundamental! and
essential to the being of a Church, but superstructory
also for the welbeing of it, and those to us cleare and
certaine, and such as might well serve to preserve our
Churches in peace and from offense, aad would comfortably
guide us to heaven in a safe wayl^
They freely admitted that they did not possess infallible knowledge, but were careful
to avoid the pitfall of skepticism. Things they could not justify from "a cleare resolu¬
tion from Scripture example, " they refused to practise "until God should give.. .further
light. Nevertheless, their second principle of procedure was "Not to make our
present judgement and practice a binding law unto our selves for the future (for God
might show us more light in his word)".^ They applied this principle only within a
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context of church polity.
Thomas Goodwin would have extended toleration to brethren differing in polity,
but not to those who denied the faith.
our desire is, that the Churches of Christ would in this
Age (wherein these things are enquired into, and the Re¬
formation of Discipline yet imperfect) walk by this rule,
that so far as they agree, and in common have found out
the rule, to walk by it, and bae obliged so to do, and wherein
they differ or want that light that others have, theynmight
be left to that rule which God hath set up, as the great
Peacemaker and Arbiter in his Churches, not to judge one
another for these things, but to say with the Apostle, 'These
that are otherwise minded God shall reveal it to them in Ms
due time, and in so doing know God will accept us, and we
hope men will. '
It was in regard to polity alone, that Goodwin could say, "in matters of practice
Experience, with Faith waiting for Light, helps to the Knowledge, more than all the
Study in the Abstract in the World can do. "18
SECTION D: THE PRESBYTERIAN ATTACK ON THE
DOCTRINE OF PROGRESSIVE INTERPRETATION
In spite of his reputation to the contrary, Thomas Edwards often made valid ob¬
servations. He was certainly correct when he deduced that the Independent doctrine
of "progressive interpretation" was one of the key-stones in the arch of their church
polity: "we see you make so much of this principle, and and are so in love with it,
that you wish it next to your first principle, enacted as the most sacred Law of
all other. "19
Because of its crucial nature, Presbyterians set out to destroy it. Robert
Baillie called it a "principle of mutability" and wondered how it would ever be possible
to pin the Independents down to any particular tenet. 20 it was a "Skeptick irresolu¬
tion. . . with . . .no possibility of any fixed constancy.
"This is a dangerous principle to go by in the Church of God, " declared Edwards,
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excellent for unstable men, and wanton wits fitted for
libertines and running heads that love no fixed nor
setled Government, and serves well to the humour of a
few particular persons but pernicious and sad for Nation-
all Churches and Kingdomes, a reserve indeed a good
back doore to go out as from Brownisme to Anabaptisme,
to Scbaptism©, and from thence to Famialisme and Socinian-
iam. It Is a ready prepared way for those that would draw
men into arrours under the pretence of new light, to work
upon, and so to lead men from one errour to another till
there be no.end.^2
Edwards felt that he had "arrived" at the pinnacle of truth in matters of polity. To
acknowledge any such principle as the Independents proposed was to admit a "principle
of uncertainty in matters of religion.
At the Westminster Assembly, the doctrine of "New Eights" was abhorred by
some of the Presbyterians. On October 8, 1645, (Session 514), Edward Reynolds
preached on the day of public humiliation. Among other errors, he attacked the
"affectation of new lights of doctrine. There is no indication that the Independents
inside ti e Assembly were offended and it is plain that Reynolds's disagreement was
primarily with Left-Wiag groups outside, who did not limit the doctrine of "progressive
interpretation" to polity.
A year later, on September 14, 1646 (Session 705), Thomas Gai.taker presented
to the Assembly, his book entitled Shadows without substance, or pretended new lights
(London, 1646). It was a refutation of some of the tenets of the radical, John Salt-
marsh. Again, we note that the bifurcation appeared outside and not inside the sed¬
erunt. This indicated that the Independent brethren there, were much more moderate
in their doctrine of "New Lights" or "progressive interpretation" than many Left-
Wing Puritans.^
One possible exception should be mooted. Thomas Goodwin and the Independent
brethren asked the Assembly if they could amend their "Reasons" against the Pres-
26
byterian Government on December 6, 1644. The Presbyterians objected strenuously
wishing that the Independent brethren be obliged to hold whatever positions they had
already set to writing. It might appear that the Independents were invoking their
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"progressive interpretation" theory in order to change their paper. However, an
examination of the context reveals that they had not abjured their former opinions,
but had written in such haste, that some things were omitted which they wished to
include. Theirs was a cumulative, not a pracjtndtK concept of truth.
SECTION E: MODERATE PRESBYTERIANS AGREED TO THE
DOCTRINE OF PROGRESSIVE INTERPRETATION
Not all the Presbyterians were so insular as to reject outright, the Independent
concept of "New Light". Alexander Forbes expressed the wish that "this Principle
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may be a meanes of their union with us in the end. " ' Like many of the Presbyterian
brethren, he felt that the Independents were far behind and needed to catch up. Such
a principle was perfectly permissible so long as it facilitated the Independents draw¬
ing nearer their rivals. It never entered Forbes's thinking that the concept might
be reciprocally operated in the direction, of union with the Independents. He was
convinced that Presbyterian polity was the final truth of God.
One of the critics of the Apologeticali Narration was Adam Steuart. It is in¬
teresting that he admits his essential agreement with the three principles of the
Narration. When he discusses them, he offers no criticism of number two (pro¬
gressive interpretation) and very little concerning numbers and one and three.
Daniel Cawdrey, one of the Assembly of divines, became involved in a pamphlet
skirmish with John Owen several years after the sederunt had closed. At one point,
he said that Owen could learn from the Apologists.
Not to be too peremptory in their new opinions, or wayes,
not too presumptuous in despising others proceedings, but
to reserve to themselves a latitude, and to keep some
casements open, to take in New light. 29
There was a certain amount of grudging approval as well as causticity in Cawdrey's
opinion of the Apologeticall Narration.
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Although Richard Baxter was never a Presbyterian, ^0 yet his views often par¬
allelled those of that persuasion. One of his life-long hopes was to promote a
rapprochement between the Presbyterians and Independents. Whenever possible,
he set forth mutual ground where both could build together. Sometimes, this was
impossible as in the case of the differences over lay-preaching: "Let us close to¬
gether, and pass this by, and God. will further inform us, and dispel our darkness
when we walk together in holy Love and Peace. Baxter, as well as many others,
was not adverse to a doctrine of "progressive interpretation".
Even the pedantic Scot from St. Andrews, Samuel Rutherford, wrote that
"Times womb© hringeth forth many truths, though truth be not a debtor to Time, be¬
cause Time putteth new robes on old Truth? But truth is Gods debter, and oweth her
being to him only.
Many Presbyterians as the Westminster Assembly did not wholly agree to
stigmatizing the doctrine of "New Light" in their debates, let alone in their books
written outside the Assembly. In the discussion over the office of lay elder, when
there was such violent antipathy between Scots and the English Presbyterians, Hoary
Wilkinson spoke out. He asked the question concerning I Tim. 5.17: "If the place
alledged hold so clear a ground for a ruling elder, how comes it to pass it was never
seen before Calvin?"^ Whether or not Wilkinson was correct is no concern of ours.
The point to be made is that some of the Presbyterians were willing to _'3coiv>e such
a doctrine even if it had little historical precedent. The basis for such a belief would
necessitate a form of "progressive interpretation".
SUMMARY
The Independent s believed that the reception of God's truth concerning Church
polity involved a cumulative effort. Congregationalistg built much of their ecclesiology
on the principle of progressive interpretation of Scriptare based on John Robinson's
putative speech to the departing Pilgrims. By this means they obviated Presbyterian
criticisms of "novelty", and although many synodical men attacked the idea as
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pragmatic (which was not true), yet some received it as earnestly as did the In¬
dependents. Eschatologically, nothing could more clearly illustrate the Congre¬
gational view of the "last times " than their doctrine of progressive interpretation
whereby it was shown that God was now revealing more truth from his Holy Word.
'Vide supra.
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ESCHATOLOGY AND THE PRESBYTERIAN-INDEPENDENT CONTROVERSY
Of the three principal areas of disagreement among Puritan Independents and
Presbyterians, i.e. Bibliological, Ecclesiological, and Eschatological, the last
named presents a quintessential nexus between the other two. Without it, the various
Bibliological and Ecclesiological points of difference become nothing more than a
desultory collection of unrelated facts. At the nucleus of the controversy lay diver¬
gent methods of viewing apocalyptical issues. The Eschatological approach to
hermeneutics influenced the Puritan Independent's Bibliological concepts which in
turn produced his Ecclesiological conclusions.^ Because many Puritans believed
themselves to be living in the Last Days, the doctrine of the Church was studied in
that environment.
SECTION A: PURITANS AND THE IMMINENT RETURN OF CHRIST
Through the powerful medium of Puritan apocalyptic preaching, the Presbyterian-
Independent controversy comes more sharply into focus. Eschatological ideas every¬
where abounded. Sermons of the day testify to their ubiquity. Many Puritans felt
that they were living in the last days described by Paul in II Thessalonians 2:3, and
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that the deliverance would only come from Christ's return to earth.
Look to the Apostacy of the present age, men falling from all
things in Religion, and with an impudent face denying, deriding
all; the Scriptures, the Trinity, the Godhead of Christ, his
sufferings and satisfaction, Justification by imputed Righteousness,
the Law of God as the Rule of Obedience and whatsoever Doctrines
Christian Religion is built upon:.. .we see men. fall from one thing
to another, untill they hold to nothing in matters of Religion: such
an Apostacy {as 1 think, 1 may without breach of Charity say) that
hath not been the like in any Christian Church, ... 2
The imminent coming of Christ was expected by many, although not all agreed as to
the manner of His appearance. "The Eminent Thing of the "Vorld, " wrote Peter
Sterry, "is the Coming of our Lord Jesus into the world.' But, continued Sterry,
this coming is not the cataclysmic expectation of the radical prophet. .
The First Comming of our Lord Jesus is Carnall. This was then,
when he took Flesh of the Virgin Mary.
The Second Comming of our Saviour is Spirituall.
Mat. 24.8. The Lord Jesus discoursing of His Comming, having
before spoken of Warres, Famines, Pestilences, Earthquakes*
tels us in this Verse: All these are the Beginning of Sorrowes.
*Tis in Greek, : ^ . ^ f The Beginning of Pangs. The
Commotions and Strife in This visible Frame are the Pangs and 3
Thrones, by which It labours to bring forth Christ in the Spirit.
Sterry's spiritualization of many eschatoiogicai passages was not followed by others
of his brethren, some of whom were authoring more sensational expositions of
Scripture. While languishing in a dungeon in Guernsey, Henry Burton had good
reason to think that the end of the age was present, ^ but it was somewhat pre¬
sumptuous of him to liken himself and his fellow sufferer William Prynne to the
two witnesses left for dead three and a half days (Revelation II). ® His testimony
to the end of the age is typical:
this is the time, foretold of old, the time of the sixth Trumpet
sounding forth woe against the Beast, for slaying the two
Witnesses, after whose reviving againe, there follows a great
earthquake, after which followeth the destruction of the Beasts
Kingdome under the sounding of the seventh Trumpet, when the
Kingdomes of this world are become the Kiagdomes of our Lord,
and of his Christ, and he shall reigne for ever and ever.
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The events of the day were interpreted by many as fulfillments of various Biblical
prophecies. ^ William Bridge, in one of his sermons before Parliament, gave them
this piece of advice: "Oh, spread the Gospel, and by your mcanes let us see the
Angel flying in the midst of our Heavens, with the Everlasting Gospel in his hand."^
Oliver Cromwell, too, looked for glorious eschatological events. "1 am one of those
whose heart God hath drawn out to wait for some extraordinary dispensations accom¬
plished in the latter time, " he once said, adding, "1 cannot but think that God is
beginning of them'.'® Similar hopes were expressed by Thomas Goodwin:
the shorter time Satan hath, the more is his rage, so
the shorter time Christ hath, and the nearer he is to the
possession of Ms kingdom, the more is his zeal for Ms saints,
and indignation against his enemies. His heart is set upon it,
and the more eager doth Ms desire become every day to attain
his long-expected kingdom, and to throw down all that oppose it;
and therefore it is that we see in this latter age he hath made
such changes in the world. We have seen Mm do that in a few
years that he hath not done in an hundred years before; for he
being King of nations, and King of saints, he pursues Ms interest;
and being more near Ms kingdom, he takes it with violence. We
are now within the whirl of it, therefore his motions are rapt.
Hence, therefore, all states and kingdoms had need now (of all
times else) to be instructed;?
Although Presbyterians and Independents disagreed generally about many
aspects of eschatology, and especially about such issues as chiliasm, yet both
preached apocalyptically. Synodic&l men no less than their counterparts expected
Christ to come at any moment. John Owen who was not yet converted to Independency
in the early 1640's, was a typical example;
The glasse of our lives, seernes to runne and keep pace with the
extremity of time: the end of those ends of the world which began
with the Gospell, is doubtlesse comming upon us, hee that was
instructed what should bee, till time should be no more, said, it
•was the last houre in his time: much sand cannot
be behind, and Christ shakes the glasse: many minutes of that
houre cannot remain®; the next measure we are to expect, is but
a moment, the twinkling of an eye, wherein we shall be changed:
The motive for Christian preaching was to be centered in an e schatoiogical hope
according to Richard Baxter: "I know not what others think, of them, but for my part,
I am ashamed of my stupidity and wonder at myself that I deal not with my own and
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other's soixla as one that looks for the great day of the Lord. H Richard Byfield, one
of the members of the Westminster Assembly, was an extraordinary apocalyptic
preacher. In 1641, he saw nothing but glory ahead in the great events then transpir ¬
ing in England: ''These are the times, in which that voice hath sounded, and the
shoute increaseth, Babylon is fallen, is fallen: the times in which Antichrist is going
into perdition.
Similar optimism was voiced by William Gouge, another Westminster divine:
we.. .live in the later part of the last day (to which better
things are reserved then in the former part). Therefore, we
should endeavour to be better then all the former. 13
SECTION B: SECONDARY ESCHATOLOGLCAL ISSUES IN TIE PURITAN THINKING
In connection with a belief in the imminent return of Christ, Puritan eschatology
was characterised by important secondary issues such as the regathering and con¬
version of the Jews, ^ differing ideas concerning the Kingdom of Heaven, the King¬
dom of God, and the Kingdom of Christ, 1^ the setting of dates in connection with
prophetical passages of Scriptur^" and millenarianism, which was far and away
the most predominant of all elements of Puritan eschatology.
Although the doctrine of chiiiasm cut across denominational ties-^ there is little
doubt that it was an important, factor in dividing the Presbyterians and Independents
in the 1640-1660 era. Its divisive nature is the most striking because there were
many Presbyterian chiliasts as well as many Independents.18 Robert Baiilie reported
in 1645 from London: "the most of the chiefe divines here, not only Independents,
bot others, such as Twisse, Marshall, Palmer, and many more, are express
Chiliasts.1,19
But in spite of this situation, most criticism of chiiiasm came from Presby¬
terian pens, 20 and those who did not expressly condemn the Independents for
roillenarian tendencies, probably refrained only because so many English Pres-
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byterians had imbibed the teaching themselves.
Many famous Independents were millenarians. ^2 On© of these was Thomas Good¬
win whose reputation and mode racy rendered him a prime target for the critics of
millenarian teachings. Although he was pre-millennial with strong eschatological
convictions, it is significant that he did not make eschatological agreement necessary
as an article of faith. ^
His church in Arnheim became associated with the most radical chiliastic
preaching, ^4 although it probably did so after he had returned to England leaving
his successor John Archer to pastor the flock. In England, Goodwin eventually had
to dissociate himself from the extreme Fifth Monarchy movement that attempted to
use his name tendentiousiy. ^ There were many differences between Thomas Good¬
win's eschatology and the Fifth Monarchist, John Rogers, whose main views are here
outlined:^ (1) the date 1666 was the date for the beginning of the Fifth Monarchy; but
(2) Rogers insisted that saints were not to be connected with any religious organization
in preparation for the impending Kingdom; (3) there was to be universal toleration
of all religions and the magistrate was to exercize no compulsion in dealing with
heretics; (4) magistrates, in fact, are superfluous; {5) Cromwell was denounced as
an&i-ckrist, the man of sin, the great dragon, because he dismissed Barebone's
Parliament. ^ Goodwin would have disagreed in every particular, excepting possibly
the first.
The prominent feature of Thomas Goodwin's eschatology is his insistence on a
reign of the saints on earth. Without such a reign, God would be unjust, because
there must be a time when God's people are vindicated against the evil nations that
have oppressed and persecuted them.^9 "Jesus Christ himself is .. .both.. .a Kfng,
and.. .a Priest;.. .and aaswerafely, he makes the Saints partakers of the priviledges
which he himself h&ih. But a king requires a kingdom.And since we cannot be
kings unto God, then we must be kings unto fee creatures. 31 Furthermore, this
reign is both future and present. Already the saints reign f'thou hast made us kings
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and. priests") through prays-r, 32 but this is not to exclude a future reign, as well.
The scripture also says, "we shall reign an the earth". ^ The saints are kings in
all ages, but still "there is a particular time in which it is to be accomplished"
mere completely than ever before. ^ Nor does Revelation 20:4,, 6 mean that the
saints are to rule in heaven, because, as Goodwin points out, Satan has bean bound
when these verses appear and there would be no reason for him to be bound if the
saints are not on the earth. Satan has no access to the. saint in heaven. Another
proof of the saint s>ruling on earth is found in the simple fact that lis. heaven they
are to rule forever, whereas this scripture indicates that their rule is limited to a
thousand years. A time limit could only refer to the earth. In heaven there is no
time. ^
Goodwin's reign of the saints is enhanced by the fact that Christ delegates to
them His authority without exercising it personally Himself, except through the
actions of His people:
I do not say that Christ himself shall come down from heaven
to reign here on earth; but let it be understood that Christ shall
still remain in heaven, and there to be Ms court, where he shall
reign both over this world and the world to come. 3?
Only the saint is to be in earth, not his Lord.
SECTION C: AN ESCHATOLOGICAL INTERPRETATION OF THE
PRESBYTERIAN-INDEPENDE ITT CONTROVERSY
Almost every element of the Presbyterian-Independent conflict is capable of
an eschatological interpretation.. .and was so interpreted by contemporary obser¬
vers as well as subsequent historians. In other sections of this thesis we have dis¬
cussed some of these elements. The signing of the Solemn Lea; ce and Covenant
which eventually prejudiced so much of the Presbyterian exegesis was a case in point.
Philip Nye's sermon on the occasion shows how it was viewed from the standpoint
of Puritan eschatoiogy. "The effect of the oath you shall find© to be this, " thundered
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the Independent preacher, "that the Kingdom® s of the world become the Kingdoires
of the Lord and Ms Christ, and he sites! reign© for ever. Rev. 11. He looked oa
the signing of the Covenant as the beginning of the work of Revelation seventeen,
where the Lamb overcomes the Beast and judges the Great Whore.*® The sermon
is a typical example of the. Puritan practice of interpreting contemporary history in
the light of far-fetched, eschatclogical extremities. He ends it however with the
orthodox prayer of the -Apostle John* "even so come Lord Jesus, come quickly,
The jus diviaum pretensions of both sides were always conditioned by the
comlag of Christ.*^
Thomas Goodwin saw the controversy over National Churches through esehatolog-
ieal glasses. He writes is his commentary on Revelation:*^
This being the exceeding great error and defect laid in the
foundation of the churches of the first Reformation, especially
in our British churches, - - -namely, the adjoining this outward
court of carnal and unregenerate Protestants, and receiving
them from the first into the temple, worship, and communion
of ail ordinances; 30 that the bounds of the church were extended
as far as the bounds of the commonwealth; which was done out of
human prudence, suddenly to greater* the party against the Gentiles
in the city: that as the earth helps the woman, chap. XH, so this,
as an outward court, might round about shield the true temple and
worshippers in it against the beast. And then, on the other side,
this being, in this new-begun and second reformation of these
churches, the main fundamental, principle which is here mentioned,
of receiving none into churches but only such worshippers as the
reed, or light of the word, so far as it gives rules to judge others
by, applied by the judgmentof men, who yet may err, shall dis¬
cover to be truly saints, {.which belongs to another dispute;) and
this vision falling out in, and as belonging, to, the times of this
latter age, and being purposely intended, as it were, to amend
and correct that very error: hence it seems most properly to be¬
long to this work of a second reformation.**
Insofar as the Presbyterian -Independent controversy was confined to national churches,
Goodwin considered it primarily an eschatological issue. The reformers them¬
selves even came under the apocalyptic search-light of seventeenth century Puritan
criticism.
One of the keystones of the Presbyterian ecclesiastical system was the pyramid
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of gradually ascending church courts. George Gillespie asked rhetorically;
What if the one half© of a Classical Presbytery tame to be
hereticall, or it may bee the major part ? They shall either
have most voyces for them, and there shall bee no remedy,
unlesae the authoritative determination of a synod be interposed.
But the young Scot misunderstood Independent fears. It was not so much grass root
heresy Congregational!sts feared as it was unortho"doxy in the top ecclesiastical
echelons. They feared that the Presbyterian system of subordination might become
corrupted at the top instead of the bottom. Their question concerned possible heresy
of the synod or even the national assembly. Gillespie's optimism would never admit
the possibility of error being so rampant as that, but many Independents feared
Presbytery on eschatological grounds, namely, that it would make way for antichrist
to seize control at the apex of such a concentration of ecclesiastical power.45
Other important issues between Presbyterians and Independents can be under¬
stood eschatologicaily. The multiplication, of sects which Presbyterians observed
with ho-:«>r and which many Independents seemed to foster was interpreted as a
sign of impending judgment and of the "last days". The London ministers bemoaned
that "our dangers, difficulties and necessities are as great as theirs, by reason of
false teachers and corrupt doctrines, which were foretold should appear in the last
times, I Tim.IV.L. 2Pet. II.I. Significantly, they do not come right out and
admit that they are in the last days because of the heretics, but other Presbyter -
ians did. Dr. John Bastwick remarked that
Before the Independents apparition in our Horizon, ther were
but three or fours Sects known among us, and they were few in
number, and well-conditioned; but out of the Independents lungs
.pre sprung above forty severall sorts of stragiera, which before
their comming over were never heard of among us. John Lilbum
related it unto me, and that in the presence of others, That return¬
ing from the wars to London, he met forty new Sects, and many of
them dangerous ones, and some so pernicious, that howsoever, as
he said, he was in his judgement for Toleration of all Religions, yet
he professed he could scarce keep his hands off them, so blasphemous
they were in their opinions: So that he gathered that the3e were how
the last days, wherein so many Heresies abounded. There are inmrtnbe.
able Diabolical! Sects, and so prodiginously impious, that it is not for
a Christian to name their opinions: and most of them if ->t all, were
first Independents, and such as separated from our Congregations as
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unholy, and were of the new gathered. Churches- and followers of
their 'Ministry. 48
The question of toleration itself had & marked eschatological basis. G. P.
Gooeh was correct ia saying that it was no comfort for a persecuted subject to be
told that his sovereign would be damned in the next life, Hope in the last days would
not be enough t© produce a tolerant spirit.,4^ But, on the other hand, it is wrong
to usurp the angelic prerogative and attempt to harvest the devilish tares prematurely.
We should he tolerant at least until the Second Coming of Christ. 50
The element of democracy in the controversy might also be interpreted
e schatologically. 51 The practice of interpreting the Bible by means of a "literati"
exegesis has been discussed. Here, too, the matter of eschatology came into play.
Independents who believed in chiliasm, arrived at their doctrine primarily through
a literal interpretation of various key Scriptural passages.
Inconsistencies regarding the use of the Old Testament became apparent in the
controversy. Presbyterians interpreted Old Testament passages relating to the
magistrate literally and most Puritan intolerance is directly attributed to this practice,
but the same divines spiritualized all the passages relating to chiliasm. Independents,
too, are culpable, however, because they based many of their chiliastic extremes
on the Old Testament at the same time professing to be building a New Testament
Polity.
The Independent doctrine of Progressive Interpretation must be viewed as
essentially an eschatological issue. Few writers expressed it more clearly than
Thomas Hooker, who gave a panoramic view of church history in his Survey, show¬
ing how God had gradually been giving more and more light until his day. "These
are the times drawing on, " he wrote, "wherein Prophecies are to attain their per¬
formances:. . .These are the times, when the knowledge of the Lord shall cover the
earth aa the waters the Sea:. .. 54 According to the New England Divine, God had
reserved two great truths to unfold in the seventeenth century:
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These two things seeming to be great reserves of inquiry, for
this last age of the world, 1. Wherein the spiritual! rule of Christs
kingdoms consists, the manner how it is reviled fsic~[ and dispensed
to the souls of his servants inwardly. 2. The order and manner, how
the government of hi3 kingdoms is managed outwardly in his Churches.
Upon these two things the tedious agitations that are stirring in the
earth turn, either leaving their first rise from hence directly, or by
a secret influence.
A more complete delineation of the Presbyterian-Independent controversy would be
difficult to find. The publishers of Hooker8® book agreed with him that
The eternal blessed Lord, whose wales of mercy to his redeemed
ones (as his judgements to others) are unsearchable and past find¬
ing out, hath through the contrivances of his infinite wisdom, re¬
served many glorious discoveries of the for ever tc be adored
depths and riches of his grace in Jesus Christ, to this last age of
the world.
So he hath in a special manner caused the truths concerning his
visible government of the Saints in this world, in communion and
fellowship with himself, and one with another, according to the
order of the Gospel, as with more glory to break forth, so with
more power to lay hold upon the spirits of many, then in fo rimer times.
Presbyterians were divided, on the issue of progressive interpretation. Oliver
Bowles admitted that men "now live in light, whereas other ages were in dark¬
ness. "57 William Twisse was not so sure. Ke called attention to the fact that many
things were still dark and unfathomable for human wisdom, especially eschatoiog-
icai truths:
the Figures of the Prophecy of the Apocalyps, and infinite other
things belonging to the fulfilling of those Prophecies, were hidden,
from the Prophets themselves, and the Fathers, (much more then
from others) and are yet hidden. 58
Many puritans felt that eventual ecclesiastical rapprochement among the various
differing parties could only come about in an apocalyptical crisi-i. Efforts put forth
fey men like Richard Baxter and John JDury toward ecumenicity were viewed with
reserve by some who expected union among churches as a salutary effect of Christ's
speedy return to the earth. "That which is so much alleged for unity shall one day
be fulfilled, " wrote Thomas Goodwin, 'but it will be when Christ is Lord of all the
earth, and not till then. Christians will not agree till then. The heart of Good--
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win's thought on ecclesiastical union is "Christus Pax nostra. According to hirn,
"the Saints Shall and Must be one, and reconciled in the end. "61 Thomas Goodwin's
method of unity is not a new creed or a shorter one like Baxter's but a new devotion
to Christ by all parts of the Christian Church. Christ hath slain M the enmities
that are amongst the people of God themselves. " In fact, "Christ in reconciling ut;
to God him selfe, carried it so, and did it under such a consideration and respect,
as necessarily drew on and involved our reconciliation one with another.
Jeremiah Burroughs rejoiced that church divisions would not last, because "Satans
time is not long. . . Surely Christ our Prince of Peace is at hand, he will tread
dowae Satan under our feet shortly. "63 Probably, some Puritans did not try as
hard as others for peace, because they looked for Christ to come and accomplish
the task for them. This may partially explain why Baxter had little success in getting
Independents to cooperate in Ms irenic endeavours. In this connection, an interesting
sentence was added to the Savoy Declaration which did not appear in the Westminster
Confession of Faith:
As the Lord in his care and love towards his Church, hath in his
infinite wise providence exercised it with great variety in all ages,
for the good of them that love him, and Ms own Glory: so accord¬
ing to his promise, we expect that in the later days, Antichrist
being destroyed, the Jews called, and the adversaries of the King¬
dom of his dear Son broken, and Churches of Christ being inlarged,
and edified through a free and plentiful communication of light and
grace, shall enjoy in this world a more quiet, peaceable and glorious
condition then they have enjoyed. 64
SUMMARY
The Presbyterian-Independent Controversy covered three main areas of dis¬
agreement: Bibliological, Ecclesiological, and Eschatological, and the last named
element is the connecting link between the other two. Most Puritans felt that they
were living in the last days and that spectacular events were imminent in human his¬
tory .Presbyterian and Independent alike preached enthusiastically of Christ's soon
coming. But on secondary eschatological issues, the two mam Puritan parties did
not always agree. Such things as the conversion of the Jewish nation, the Kingdom of
Christ in its relationship to the Church, the setting of dates for apocalyptical
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happenings, and of course, chiliastic extravagances, all these were tremendously
divisive in their contribution to the controversy. Millenarianism itself, was one of
the greatest sources of disagreement especially as it affected the Puritan's concept
of the Church. The importance of Eschatology in considering the controversy can
perhaps best be judged by the fact that nearly every single point of disagreement
between Presbyterians and Independents is capable of an eschatoiogical interpre¬
tation. The jus divinum theories, the argument over national churches, the sub¬
ordination of synods, the growth of the sects and its correlated doctrine of tolera¬
tion, democracy, ecumenicity, a literalism in Biblical hermeneutics, inconsistent
practices connected to faulty interpretations of the Old Testament, and progressive
interpretation, can all be understood best in a context of Puritan apocalypticism.
The reformers were not much concerned with eschatology and left it for their
successors to work out. It is interesting that the two most prominent aspects of
theology omitted by the reformers, i.e. eschatology and ecclesiology, should have
been so connected in the thinking of their followers in the next century. Heinrich
Quistrop, in his Calvin's Doctrine of the Last Things (London: Lutterworth Press,
1955, tr. by Harold Knight), p. 11, says of the reformers: "Too preoccupied with
their own peculiar theme and too much afraid of distortions, they never succeeded
in attaining any conclusive and independent formulation of Christian eschatology. "
Cf. pp.13, 55, 109.
2
William Strong, A Voice from Heaven, calling The People of God to a Perfect
Separation from Mystical"BabylonTetc. (London; 1654), p. 21. This was a sermon on
Rev. 18.4 and was directed against the papists. Vide p.l. Cf. Thomas Goodwin's
Constitution of Churches, op. cit., p. 14: "The Spirit foretold that there should be
an Apostacy of the Churches to~Pbpery in the latter times, when there should be a
perversion, as of the Doctrine, so of the Apostolical Order and Worship set up in
the first Churches..."
3
The Clouds in Which Christ Comes, etc. (London: 1648), p. 10. 11, 15, 18, 35, 36, 38.
4Vide_A Narration of the Life of Mr. Henry Burton, wherein Is set forth the
various and"remarkable Passages t&ereof, his Sufferings, Supports,"Comforts,
Deliverances, etc. (London: 1643), p. 28.
5Ibid., p. 39.
Slid., pp.28, 37. Many Independents felt that they were living in Paul's
"perilous times" especially regarding "seducing spirits". Cf. Albert Peel (ed.),
The Savoy Declaration of Faith and Order, 1658 (London: Independent Press, 1939),
pT*?:
7
The Saints Hiding Place In the time of Gods Anger, etc. (London: 1647), "The
Epistle Dedicatory'*, unpaged, referring to Rev. 14:6. Thomas Goodwin, in another
Parliamentary sermon interpreted Rev. 17:16 as a bar to the Spanish monarchy. Vide
The Great Interest of States and Kingdoms, bound in the "Works (1861 ed.), p. 55, 53TT
*To many Puritans, fh© daily fulfillments of Biblical prophecy presented a powerful
and irrefutable argument for the truthfulness of the Word of God. Goodwin once said
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that, "It hath been one great outward evidence to my faith, of the truth of the New
Testament, that what was in particular foretold in this book so distinctly, should
come to pass as we see it hath done. " Ibid., p. 56.
8
Cited from the Clarke Papers, p. 379, by Rufus M. Jones, in his Mysticism and
and Democracy in the English Commonwealth: etc. (Cambridge, Mass." Harvard
TTmversity Press, 1932)j p.ll9.
9
Great Interest, op. cit., p. 54. Goodwin's position was different from the
radical Fifth Monarchy men. The former had Christ taking the kingdom by violence;
the latter had the saints taking the kingdom by violence.
10
The Duty of Pastors and People distinguished, etc. (London: 1644), pp.1, 27.
Although Owen was probablyThe greatest Calvinist since Calvin, yet he parted
company with his teacher' on the issue of eschatology. Calvin had posited a "long
wait" theory which his Puritan successor felt unjustified. Calvin's thought on the
subject is set forth by Quistorp, op. cit., pp.27, 94, 110, 111, 112: "It is far from
the Lord to appoint a fixed day ag~T3&ough the Last Judgment were necessarily immin¬
ent. . .He will rather to educate His disciples in patient waiting: they must take
heart and realise that still many a long stretch must be traversed before the day of
complete salvation." "We get too hasty and impetuous if the day of our redemption
is not awaited with a quiet disposition." "The time seems to us so long because we
try to measure it by the standards of this transient life. If we were able to grasp
the eternal duration of the future life, then many centuries would appear to us as a
moment as 2 Peter 3:8 teaches." Quistorp shows how Calvin was influenced by
Augustine's eschatological concepts in his denunciation of imminency, in his in¬
sistence on the hiddeimess of the Day of Christ, and in his "long wait" before the
end. Roland H. Bainton, The Travail of Religious Liberty (London: Lutterworth
Press, 1953), p. 64, sums up Calvin's "^loiag wait" theory: "the early Christians, and
Luther after them, expected the imminent return of the Lord, but Augustine, and
Calvin in his wake, projected the coming indefinitely into the future. In that case the
historical process becomes the field of God's operation. Here in religious form is
the doctrine of progress." Owen was much closer to Martin Luther's eschatological
views than to John Calvin's. Cf. Martin Luther's The Signs of Christs coming, and
Of the Last Day. etc. (London: 1661), which was published at the Restoration, but
evidently after Venner's abortive rebellion. The full implications of Luther's view
vs. Calvin's view (i.e. Owen's view vs. the usual Presbyterian view) is seen in two
quotations, the first from Ephraim Pagitt, as found in David Mas son, The Life of
John Milton: etc. (London: Macmillan and Co., 1859-1894), p. 152, in"; ''Our
Apocalyptical men... study more future events than their present duty" On the In¬
dependents' side, we refer to Jeremiah Burroughes, Jerusalema Glory Breaking
forth into the World Being a Scripture-Discovery of the New Testament Church, In
the Latter Days Immediately before the Second doming oFTIhrist (n.p.1675), p.TTT
"the glory of Jerusalem shall not come from the "Earth,' nor from any Earthly ?
means; Though men ought to do what they can, yet it shall be too great a Glory for
any earthly means to be able to bring. "
^Gildas Salviaaus: The Reformed Pastor (ed. by John Wilkinson, London: The
Epworth "Press, 1955), p. 110T~Yide appendix article on Baxter's Presbyterianism.
12
The Power of the Christ of God; etc. {London: 1641), "The Epistle Dedicatory',',
unpage3T"tJIT Nathaniel 'Hardy, The~Xrraignment of Licentious Liberty, and Oppress-
ing Tyranny, etc. (London: 1647), p.40, who told. Parliament that they had the power
iwm , ih'MA
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to bring ia the kingdom age: "Be pleased then to consult in your wisdoms, a safe
and speedy way for easing the Countrey of Quarters, and the Kingdom of Taxes: that
our Swords may be turned into Plough-share a, and our Speares into Pruning-hooks,
and every man may sit under his fig tree, and none make them afraid." Optimism
was also expressed by John Arrowsmith, in his eschatological sermon on Rev. 12:1,
2, and entitled, A great Wonder in Heaven: or A Lively Picture of the Militant
Church , PrawnHSy a 'divine FencIE. etc. {London: 1647). According to Arrowsmith,
tSe woman in travail"trying to bring forth a child meant that the militant church was
about to be born. It is certain that the Presbyterians of the day no less than the In¬
dependents looked for the dawning of an age of peace, but whereas the former look¬
ed more to Parliament and to the Christian ministry to accomplish it, the latter
based their hopes on the speedy personal return of Christ, this to be followed by the
thousand year millenium.
13
The Progress© of Gods Providence. preached before the House of Peers,
Sept. 24, 1*645. (n. pTT n. dTTfT"p. 28f.. One of the recurring features in the Puritan
eschatologicai emphasis is the doctrine of holiness as it related to the return of
Christ. Gouge's sermon, op. cit., p. 40, is an example of an orthodox Calvinist's
attempt to maintain holiness and"Tmminency from an a.'millennial viewpoint: "we
. . .live in the later part of the last day (to which better things are reserved then
in the former part). Therefore, we should endeavour to be better then all former "
Gouge absolutely rejected chiliasm. G£. Peter Starry's sermon of Oct. 27, 1647,
before the House of Commons, entitled, The Clouds in Which Christ Comes, etc.
{London: 1646), p. 31, who presented the coming of CSHst as a motive Tor holy living.
Obadiah Sedgewicke wrote a lengthy sermon of 262 pages on Rev. 3:2, 2, designed
to urge Christians to practical holiness in the light of the prophetical portions of the
last book in the Bible. Vide his Christs Counsel! to his languishing ^hurch of Sardis.
Or The dying or decaying Christi'an, witH the roeaaes and helpss of bis recovery
and streagtnehlngT^LondQn: 1640). Samuel Rutherford wasn't a chHTast, but believed
in imasuaency as a guide to holiness In connection with the Lord's Table. Vide his
An Exhortation at a Communion to a Scots Congregation at London (Edinburgh: 1746),
p.9; "A little while, says Christ, and Iwill come again: "Take you here Christ's
Flesh ia token that he will come again to you and marry you to himself for ever:
Your new Husband hath said, within a little while he will come again and see you,
and see that ye keep yourselves for him; abide in him." Although Calvin and his
closest followers tended to push the coming of Christ far into the future, many (if
not ail) Puritan aati-chili&sts wanted to preserve the concept of imminency as a
motive for holiness. This was probably one of the m ain reasons why some Presby¬
terians overlooked Independent chiliasm of a moderate nature. In the Westminster
Assembly, there -seems to have been no debate over chiliasm recorded by any of the
primary documents. Holiness of life was of more concern to the Puritan then de¬
tailed orthodoxy in doctrine.
14
Geoffrey F. Nuttall, in his Visible Saints (Londcaa: Basil Biackweli, 1957),
p. 143ff., alludes to the connection between rr.ilienarianism and the conversion of the
Jews, but there were some who violently opposed chiliasm, but who also expected the
regathering and conversion of the Jews. One of these was William Gouge, op. cit.,
p.29£., who listed the conversion and regathering of Israel as one of the things to
which Christians could look forward. John Archer's The Personal Reign of Christ
Upon Earth (London: 1643), p. 25, said that converted Israel would be a part of the
Kingdom of Christ et Thomas Goodwin's A Sermon of the Fifth Monarchy. Proving
by Invincible Arguments, That the Saints shall have a "Kingdom here onlSaxth, which
Is yet to corrifeTalte"? the""Fourth Monarchy is destroyed by the Sword oF the faints,
135
the followers of the Lamb. etc. (London: 1654), p. 19, averred that the Jews would
Ee" converted during the milleniunn. During Cromwell's governmental experiment,
the problem of the Jews was a recurring one and Thomas Goddwin was one of the
Protector's closest advisors on Jewish affairs. He served on a commission to
consider Maaasseh Eea Israel's petition to admit the Jews into England in Dec. ,1655,
and William Cortez Abbot, in his The Writings and Speeches of Oliver Cromwell
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, vol. HI. ..T9<l5, vol. I^77*. .194?},
p. 35, IV, is probably incorrect in saying that Cromwell's keenness to readmit the
Jews was due primarily to monetary motives. Many of Oliver's religious advisors
undoubtedly favored the readmission of the Jews on eschatological grounds alone,
reasoning that since the last days were come, and the Jews were prophesied to be
converted then, that England should take the lead as a Christian nation in bringing
such an event to pass. The fact that some of the divines on this commission opposed
the J^ws' readmission is not strange when it is noted that Goodwin, Nye, and Caryll
(all Independents and all chiliasta) championed the proposal, Vide Abbot, ibid., p.
52. Cf. David Mas son, The Life of John Milton: etc. (London: Maemillan and Co.,
1859-1894), p. 71, V; et Nuttali, opcit., p. 146". One Biblical justification often
used by Puritans attempting to give the Jews a new home in England is mentioned by
Thomas Goodwin, in his A Glimpse of Zien's Glory; or, the Churche's Beauty
Specified, etc. (London: 1641), bduadTn the Works(i55I ecTT), vol. XII, p. 66:"the
"Gentiles are to provoke the Church of the Jews to come in, according to the prophecy
of Isaiah, chap. 11.3, 5, 'Come ye, let us go up to the mountain of the Lord, to the
house of the God of Jacob, and he will teach us of his ways, and we will walk in his
paths. * Fifth verse, 'O house of Jacob, come ye, and let us walk in the light of the
Lord;' the Gentiles calling upon the Jews to come in. So it shall be at the Jews' call¬
ing. !! Goodwin was enough of an authority on the subject of Israel's conversion, that
John Tilliaghast was quoting Ms sermons on the subject. Vide Nuttall, Visible
Saints, op. cifc., p. 153, Definitive treatment of Goodwin's influence on Cromwell's
Jewish policies would be very difficult to accomplish and the task is not made easier
by the fact that the "Transactions and Miscellanies Index Sessions BS9FS-1945", of
The Jewish Historical Society of England (published by the University College, Lon¬
don). has"hot one single reference to Thomas Goodwin, although Cromwell is a
favorite subject in the journal. It is certain that Goodwin's tolerance toward them
was based on eschatological grounds, whereas Presbyterians who did not Share his
ideas of the "last days" were not so kindly disposed toward Israel. But if resby-
terians were intolerant of them, they were sot so much so as was one of their pred¬
ecessors. Vide Hastings Eells, "Bucer's Plan for the Jews", Church History, VI:2
(June, 1937),~ppTl27-135.
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Much of the subsequent discussion of this great problem can be traced back to
St. Augustine, who in his De Civitaie Dei, XX:9s asserted that "the Church even now
is the kingdom of Christ, and the kingdom of heaven, " as found in the Marcus Dods
translation (New York: Random House, The Modern Library series, 1950), p. 726.
Augustine, then, was the author of the idea that the Church was a "Reigning Church".
Cf. Lord Percy, The Heresy of Democracy (London: Eyre and Spottiswoode, 1954),
p. 149, who discusses Augustine"5a view. The Puritans inherited all of Augustine's
thought and the earlier reformers thrown in and in 1641, Milton was proclaiming that
this kingdom would be ushered in by the soon coming of Christ. Vide his of Reforma¬
tion in England (Bohn edition), pp. 418, 419, II. But Puritans were not in agreement
over "the relationship between the Kingdom of Christ and the Church. Presbyterians
equated them and Independents separated them. In the Westminster Assembly, Pres¬
byterian views were often aired on the subject. One of the most remarkable speeches
on this topic was made by Johnston of W&rriston over the breach of jp.rivilege accusa¬
tion by Parliament, when Presbytery was about to be set up in England: "Until King
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Jesus be set down on hie throne with his sceptre in his hand I do not expect God53
peace, and so no solid peace from men in these Idngdomes; but that soveraigne
truth being established a durable peace will be found to follow.. . " "Christ lives and
reigns alone over ana in his Church. .. " " He is a king and hes a kingdome in the
externa.ll government of his church.. . " According to the Scottish commissioner,
the Assembly was really deciding the extent of the Kingdom of Christ: "the King \ome
of Christ est quid optimum maximum, and to have it now under your debate, as it is
the greatest honour God can bestow upon an assembly, so is it the greatest danger,
for , according now as God shall assist you or desert you, ye may and will be the
instruments of the greatest good or evil on earth." Vide Alexander F. Mitchell, The
Westminster Assembly (London: James Nisbet & Co., 1883), pp. 314, 316, 317. The
Presbyterians at the sederunt felt that they were appointed for the express purpose
of defining and setting up the"Kingdom of Christ, in England. When they published
their Directory, it set forth the aim of the presbyterian parochial system "that the
whole land in the full extent of it may become the kingdom of the Lord and of His
Christ. " Ibid., p. 265. Lazarus Seaman often championed Presbyterian views of ttw?
kingdom. On Feb. 12, 1644/5, he said that "the Ghurchis the kingdom of Jesus
Christ, and kingdom is a political word. " Vide Alexander F. Mitchell et John Struthers
(eds. ), Minutes of the Sessions of the Westminster Assembly of Divines etc.
(Edinburgh: WilliairTBlackwood and Sons, 1874), p. 56, cess. 37^7 Gn another occasion,
he spoke to this end: "Whatsoever that kingdom of Israel was in the whole of it, it
was a type of the kingdom of Christ. At. the end all the governments of the worlds
shall resolve themselves into the governs* ent and kingdom of Christ." Ibid., p.440f.,
sess. 614, April 3, 1646. Thus, the Church was not only equal to Israel, but Sea¬
man was putting Old Testament imagery on New Testament concepts which is one
reason why Presbyterians connected the Church so closely with the civil, power. It
was the Kingdom of Christ and was to hold sway over all. Stephen. Palmer preached
on Zech. 3:6, 7, Oct. §,1645, and told the divines in the Assembly that "it is the
command of God.. - that. . .the kingdom of Christ shall be set up,' and hath not God
sworn to set up the kingdom of Christ, and engaged His zeal to do it?" He was, of
course, referring to the Presbyterian Church soon to be established in the nation.
Vide the Minutes, op. cit., p.146, sess. 514. S.w. Garruthers, in his The 'Sver^-
day Work~of esteningter Assembly (Philadelphia: The PresbytsriafTHIstorical
Societies "oF*England and America, 1943), p. 71, incorrectly gave the date of this
event as Oct. 2, 1645.
Baxter remarked in Ma Gildas Salvianus; The Reformed Pastor (@d. by John Wilkin¬
son, London: The Epworth IPress, l9THT)7 p. 135: "l7e are seeking to uphold the world,
to save it from the curse of God, to perfect the creation, to attain the ends of Christ's
redemption.. .to set up the Kingdom of Christ and help others to the kingdom of
glory. " Contrary to Presbyterian belief is an external political Kingdom of Christ
(i.e. Presbyterian system of church government), Independents emphasized the
internal spiritual aspects to the kingdom. They denied that men could set. it up on
earth through theological debate and Parliamentary decree. Henry Burton, A "Vindica¬
tion of Churches commonly called Independent: etc. (London: 1644), p.. 60, spoke*c7
"Uhrfsta kingdome in the hearts of Ms people" as opposed to an ecclesiastico-
poiitical subordination of power. John Cotton, in his The True Constitution of a par¬
ticular visible Church, proved by Scripture■ etc. (London: 1642), p.2, concurred
with Burton: "the kingdome of Christ is not of this World, but Heavenly and spiritual."
But in another of his writings, Cotton seems to make the point that "the Kingdome
of Christ" may exist either "in the hearts of his servants" or "in the Church State,
and all the Administrations thereof". Vide his The Doctrine of the Church, To which
are committed the Keyes of the Kingdome of Heaven- etc. fl^ondoT: 1643, second
edition), p. 13. was a middle road' between PresVyterian and Independent term™
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ixxology. A comparison between Cotton's The Powring out of the Seven Vials: 01*
An Exposition, of the Sixteenth Chapter of the Revelation. Pi-eachecT in Sundry Sex -
mons . (London: 16'42/k64£> ?), and sevexal of Thomas Goodwin's escEatoiogical ser¬
mons will show how radically different the two stalwarts of Independency were on
the subject of the 'Vast days. " Cotton was much closer to Presbyterians than to his
Cougregational brethren in England. Du Moulin, the Presbyterian champion of In¬
dependency , denied that the church was the same as the kingdom of Christ. Vide
Douglas Nobbs, Theocracy and Toleration (Cambridge: University press, 193§Ti
p. 223. Even 3axle r, fn. his ncio rncd Pastor , op. cit., p. 13On., in taking a side
arm blow at Cromwell, practically coneedod"that the Independent emphasis was
correct: "The actions of armies s.ndfamous commanders. . .cannot with all their
victories exalt the 'Lord Jesus in the soul of any sinner, and therefore they cannot
set up His spiritual Kingdom; for the hearts o!" men are His house and his throne. "
Calvin's view is set forth in his Psych? opannychia, 79:212, as cited in Quistorp,
op. cit. , p. 90: "The kingdom of Cod does not yet exist, not for the reason that it
Is"not yet accomplished - . .The Kingdom of God is within you (Lk. 17:21). Already
God reigns in the lives of His saints whom. He guides by His spirit. . .But His king¬
dom will wholly appear when it is fulfilled and it will be fulfilled when the glory of
His majesty is fully disclosed. " The Quakers of Puritan tunes believed that the
Kingdom of God was already come. Vide Geoffrey F. Nuttall, "Law and Liberty in
Puritanism", Cong regational Quartsxly, XXIX:1 (Jan. 1951), p. 26, The confusion of
the Puritans about the question is scarcely less embarrassing than modem differences
of opinion, but in the 1.640's and 50's, the issue divided Presbyterians and Independ¬
ents -
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The passage of Scripture which, gave rise to most of the Puritan date setting
was Daniel's prophecy of the 1260 days. Stephen Marshall, A Two-edged Sword out
of The Mouth of Babes, To Execute vengeance upon the Enemy and Avenger. etc7"~
fLondonr 164677 pTZTF, mentions these 1260 years. Jeremiah Burroughe's, In his
Jerusalem's Glory, op. cit., p. 77, is certain that anti-christ will reign, for 1260
yearsT^ufl!s"uncertain wEen this rule began. On the title page of the anonymous
tract entitled, One Blow More at Babylon: etc. (London:-1650), there is a note in
Latin about the year of its publication: "Anno Domini X650. Qui. Bonis Annus est xnagnae
expectionis. " The statement was based on' an exegesis of Daniel's prophecy.Therea.se
T??~Her also dabbled with the text in bis A Sermon Shewing, That the present Dis¬
pensations of Providence declare, That wonderful Revolutions in the WorTcTare near
at Hand; WitE aii~AppenS*ixES'hewing some Scripture Grounds "to hope, that within, a few
Tears, i^orfousnpFopSacieg and Promises will be fulfilled. (Edinburgh: 1713), p. 13:
"This happy blessed Day fsTnear at hand; wfierVthe Man of sin shall be removed, then
the Church of God shall see good Days, and that will be err long. He hath but twelve
hundred and sixty Years allowed him to Reign in, and that time is almost Expired;
I doubt not but that. . .more than 1200 of those Years are past. " Mather calculated
that in 1715 the Beast would no longer oppress the Church of God. Ibid., p. 20f. Thomas
Goodwin, in his "A Exposition of the Revelation", bound in the Works (1861 ed. ),
p,157f., HI, gives several possible interpretations of Daniel 12:11, depending on how
you started reckoning: (1) Vespasian (70A.D. ) plus 1290 equals 1359/6 which was the
time of Wicliif and the dawn of the new light in England; (2) Julian (363 A.D.) plus
1290 equals 1655/6 which was the time the Jews were to be regathered; (3) Roman Bis¬
hop asserted self in 406/10 plus 1290 equals 1666 which was the date Goodwin set for
the slaughter of the two witnesses. So far as we can. discover, Thomas Goodwin never
predicted the date of the coming of Christ or the end of the world. He did attempt to
calculate dates for the re gathering of the Jews and of the demise of the two Witnesses
in Rev. 11. John Archer, The Personal Reign of Christ upon Earth (Londcn, 1643), p. 48,
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calculated that the Jews would be converted in 1650/6 and that Christ would come to
set up the kingdom in 1700. Baillie incorrectly says that Goodwin followed him iu
this. Vide his A Dissuasive from the Errours of the time. (London: 1646), p. 241.
Ralph l^aul Bohn," "The Contravetsy~Befcween Puritans and Quakers to l6/0'8a fun,pub¬
lished thesis presented to the Post-graduate School of Theology, University of
Edinburgh, 1955), p.217f,, oversimplifies the date of 1656 as set by the fifth mon¬
archists for the coming of Christ. Many Puritans who spoke of 1656, were referring
to the regathering of the Jews instead of the return of Christ.
One of the most embarrasing predictions of the century was the one made by John
Archer et al. that Home would be destroyed in 1666. In that year was the Great fire
of London! Vide Archer, op. cit., pp.44, 50f.
Much of the Puritan speculation concerning the setting of dates for eschatological
events, was directed toward the end of the world, but even such discretionary practice
was often criticized. Some of those who were most studious in their farfetched cal¬
culations even criticized other dogmatic prophets who were their contemporaries.
Increase Mather, op. cit., p. 16, is a case in point: "We may safely upon Clear Scrip¬
ture Grounds affirm that the morning of the £rc;ie Day of Judgment is near, but for
any to fix on the particular Year, when that Day shall begin, is too much Boldness, and
and Presumption.51 Stephen Marshall, in his The Right Understanding of the Times:
etc. (London: 1647), p. 7, is another: "Prophetlcall knowledge oT~£Si tim&s?, that xi",
such a knowledge, as wherein the Lord by revelation doth Liable some of his ser¬
vants, I ir.eane of the Prophets, to know what shall afterwards come to passe, and this
kinde of knowledge, though everyman hath an itch after it, and many doe as Nebuchad¬
nezzar did, when his thoughts troubled him in the night, that hee might know what should
come to passe afterwards; yet our Lord hath told us, That it is not for us thus to know
the times and seasoms, which the Father hath kept in his own© hand. " William Ames,
The Marrow of Sacred Divinity, etc. (London: n.d.), p. 186, was equally cautious about
the end "of the world. r'The day'and year© of it is not revealed in Scripture, and so may
not be set downe by men.:s Peremptory prophesying was categorically condemned by
Roger Williams, in his Queries of Highest Consideration Proposed to Mr. Tho. Good¬
win, et al. (London: 1644), p. 8: "Tis true, the Propfiesies~are"gr""alTconce rhihg Christ
and Antichrist throughout the Prophets and the Revelation, but c«lh you sufficiently
demonstrate these to the consciences of men? Are you those our Prophets which can
till us How Long? Psalm 74. Can you clear© up the mysteries of Daniels 2300 dayes,
Dan.8. Daniels 7 weeks and 3 score and 2 weeks, his one week, and his feali'e week,
Dan. 9? His time, U-. ea, and half a time, bis 1290 dayen, and 1335 dayes, Dan.12?
Can you unlock'?? those mysticail numbers of Johns 42 moneths, 1260 dayes; the 3 dayes
and a halfe, Rev. 11.12. the time, times, and half a time, Rev.12. and the thousand
yeare, Rev. 20. with divers others, which may establish the Judgements and Con¬
sciences of Men, and give them Warrant wherein to venture tlj ,r Soul... and shed their
Bloods, for the present destruction of Pope and Popery (not by the breath of Christs
mouth and the Sword of the Spirit, but) by the breath of murthexing Canons and a flam¬
ing Sword of Steele?" Similar sentiments are found in Baillie's A Dissuasive from the
Errours of the Time (London: 1646), pp. 237, 241: "It is good to be wise to sobriety:"
arrogant curiosity and presumptuous wantonesse of wit is detestable, thjough in the
best of men." "We marvell at the rashness© of men who by the example of miany be¬
fore them, will not leame greater wisedome; if they aeedes r? • i st determine peremp¬
torily of times and seasons, That they doe not extend their period beyond their owae
dayes, That they be not, as some before them, laughed at before their own© "'yes,
when they have lived to see the vanity of their too confident Predictions. "■ A~i inter¬
estingly similar viewpoint is expressed by one of Dr. Thomas Goodwia!s former
students of Oxford. Vide The Whole Works of_the Nev. John_Howe, M. A. (ed. by
John Hunt, London: F. We stley ,HR5221, ppT2^9-5"S^, H7"where in is found the author's
139
"Gi Thought!uiness for the MCrrow" with an Appendix concerning "The Immoderate
Desiifc of Knowing Things to Come. " In spite o£ the many Puritans who warned agaiai t
setting dates, Goodwin was much further Left. Vide his A Sermon of the Fifth Mon¬
archy etc. (London: 1654), "To the Reader", unpaged: "though the Saints"know not what
Christ will do next, yet they are guided (as it were) by a spirit of Prophecie, to seek
for those very things which he is about to do. " Probably, maisy of the Puritan critics
of date setting remembered the Great Reformer's words of caution about anticipating
the coming of Christ or the end of the age: "God intentionally hides from us this day
so that we should not feel secure but constantly watch, (on Mfc. 24:42)" "The day is
near, looked at from God's point of view, for whom a thousand years are as a day.
But we must await it with vigilance without calculating in advance any specific period
(on n Pet. 3." It is seductive to assert that one knows in advance the day of redemp¬
tion. Satan exploits the curiosity of folk in order to make them waver in faith after¬
wards. (on XI Thess. 2:2). " "In regard to all those matters which lie hidden from us
and far surpass the reach of human understanding we must either try to attain certain¬
ty through the clearly revealed word of God or entirely resign all such certainty. (Inst.
111.25:5);" All of these are cited from Quistorp, jsp. £it., pp. 26,110,113,162.
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This fact is recognised by several writers. Robert Barclay, The Inner Life a£_
the Religious Societies of the Commonwealth (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1876),
p486, observed that "there was not a denomination in which the idea of ehiliaam did
not exist." G. P. Gooch, The History of English Democratic Ideas in the Seventeenth
Century (Cambridge: University press, second edition, 1927), p.ioFT said that the doc¬
trine lay "at the basis of the creed of every religious body of the time, except the Pres¬
byterians. " We shall see that some of the synodical brethren themselves had imbibed
the teaching, Gooch is partly misleading in his statement. Gertrude Huehas, Antloom-
ianism in Sngliah History with Special Reference to the Period 1640-1660 (London:
Cresset "Press, 1951), p. 130, notes that both antinomlahism and chiliasm were inter¬
denominational concepts. This author attempts to tie antinomianisirs to millenarian-
ism (p. 128), but there were many millenarlans such as Owen and Thomas Goodwin,
who were violently opposed to antinomianism. Cf. chap. VIII, "The Last Attempt At
Realization i.e. of Antinomianism : The Miiieaariaas", p.!25ff., ibid. Allam Simp¬
son, Puritanism in Old and New England (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1955),
p. 77, says that milteaarianism "bedevils the politics of the Center as well as the Left
of the Puritan movement, " but unfortunately, he ornmitted the few on the Right.
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Contrarywise, some Independents were not chillasts.
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Vide David Laiag (ed.), The Letters and Journals of Robert Baillie, A. M.
Principal of the University of Glasgow*! S7C". XXXVIID. C. LXg, (Edinburgh:
printed for~RoSert Ogle, 184IJ, p. 313, H, letter to William Spang, Sept. 5, 1645.
Edmund Galamy in lo43 was reported to have tm'4. that he hoped to see both Church
and king pulled down, and such an outlook was certainly rr.illenarian in tendency. Vide
Gooch, op. cit ■, p.lOSf., who cites this from Dugdale 's Diary, p. 96. Confirmation
of Stephen Marshall's views was given by Dorothy Osborne in her Letters, p. 190, who
is also cited by Gooch, p. 147. Another leading Presbyterian spirit was John Dury,
who seems to have had a hankering after millenarian ideas. He wrote an introduction
to the anonymous tract, entitled, Clavis Apocalyptica: Or, A Prophetical Key: By which
the Great Mysteries in the Revelation of St. John and tSe^rophet Daniel are opened?
It being apparent thatIRe Propheticall Numbers come to an edd witS" tSe Year of our '
TZtZC1655. 'WrittenBy a German U. and nowTranslated out of High Dutch. (London:
1651). Geoffrey F. Nuttall, HoIy^Splritin Puritan Faith and~Experianca"TGxford: Basil
Biackwell, 1946), p.!09n., says that this tract originally appeared in 1627 and was
written by Joseph Mead, In 1643, it was translated into English as the key of the
140
Revelation by R. More. Nuttail cites the Dictionary of National Biography which
averts that the book rejected a terrestrial reign of Christ. TEis, however, would
n@t necessarily rule out a thousand year millenium, because some Puritans, like
Thomas Goodwin, felt that Christ might rule the earth from heaven during the thous¬
and years. If this is so, then Dury is still involved in chiliastic notions. C£.
Thomason Catalogue, p. 828, 1, which accredits the translation of the tract from
High Dutch to Samuel Hartlife.
20
Vide e.g. William Gouge, The Progress® of Gods Providence (n.p.:n.d.),p.29;
G. Hughes, Vae-euge -Tuba. or The Wo-joy -TrumpeC sounding the third and great¬
est woe in the Anllcaristian world, bufihe first; and last "joy io me'Xh^cE'or'SheSSmts upon Chrlsts exaltation over the RIhgdomes of the World."etc. (London: 1647),
p.lS; 'Charles Hsrie, The independency on Scriptures of the Independency of Churches:
etc. (London: 1643), p.1?; John Dury, A "Sfodel of Church Government. (London: 164V),
p.. 31 four years later, Dury had possibly changed his views, however; vide supra ;
J. M. Lloyd Thomas (ed.), The Autobiography of Richard Baxter (LondonPJTM"."'
Dent & Sons Ltd., Everyman's Library, 19M), p. 121; George Bates et Thomas Skinner.
The History of the Rise and Progress of the Civil Wars in England, from the Year
1625, to 166?). etc'l XTTondon: 1688), p. 7ff Dav£5F"Pareus, JTCommehtary UpoxTthe Divine
Revelation of the Apostle and Evangelist John.. .And specially some things upoHTne"
Y?5^~Chapter are 'oSserveiTBy the same Authour against the Miilena riesTcamat© r3am:
1644); Ephraixr. Pagitf, He re siography: or a Dlscription of the heretickeg and sectar¬
ies of these latter tiraesT' etc. (London: TL47)'„' p, 132; Davia'Ma'sson, op-T* cIt7",~p.I52,'
JUT Cites another' criticism by Pagitt of the chiliasts; the anonymous
author of Religiouns, Sects, Societies-, and Factions, of the Cavaiiers now in Armes
against Parliament.' (n. p, :1644), title page, criticises the chiliasts for support of the
king which was certainly far-fetched . Although there was no debate in the West¬
minster Assembly about Chiliasm, yet Lightfoot's Journal, op. cit , p. 301, August
8, 1644, reported a business of a millennarian preacher in tHe Isle of Guernsey, who
was preaching that in 1655, "a perfect reformation" should occur. The Assembly-
voted to recommend to Parliament that he be imprisoned and sent to London. Neither
Lightfoot nor Gillespie record® any debate on the issue, which is strange in the light
of Goodwin's previous history. Baillie's Dissuasive, p. 238, speaks of three great
cfailiasts: Archer, Mattoun, and Goodwin all Independents . Alexander Petri©
(1594-1662) published in Rotterdam (1644) a pamplet called "ChlHasto Mastix, or the
Prophecies in the Old and New Testament concerning the Kingdom of our Saviour
JTesus Christ vindicated from the Misinterpretation of the Millenaries, and specially
of Mr. Robert Maton Mattoun Robert Maton's important book was published
in 1642, "Israel's Redemption or the Prophetical! History of our Saviour's Kingdom
on Earth". In 1646 he answered ?etrie's tract. Another Presbyterian writer against
the chiliasts was Thomas Hyne (1582-1645) who published "Christ's Kingdom on Earth
opened according to the Scriptures. . . an examination of Th. Bxightman, J. Alsted,
I. Mede, H. Archer, Glimpse of Zion's Glory." (London: 1645). One of th:• mor®
complete denunciations of millenaries!sm came from the pen of Robert Baillie and
is recorded in his Dissuasive, op. cit., p.226ff, who traces the main stream of
chiliastic thinking from Ceriiathus toT'apias, thence to Augustine, the Anabaptists,
AXatedius, Piscator, Mr. Meade of Cambridge, John Archer, Thomas Goodwin, and
finally to Jeremiah Burroughs. According to Baillie, Goodwin borrowed his ideas
from Archer, but Goodwin's sermons on the Revelation were preached two years be¬
fore Archer's book, The Personal Reign of Christ Upon Earth, came out. Dr. Geoffrey
F. Nuttall, in his The Ifofy Spirit In"Puritan Rajth and Experience (Oxford: Basil
Blackwelt, 1946), pTTTf9, believes that Archer's booE~lirst appeared in 1642, but the
McAlpin Catalogue, p .. 28, vol. V., says that it appeared in 1641, two more editions
in 1642, one in 1643, and one in 1661. The indications are that Archer borrowed
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from Goodwin instead of vice versa. Baillie, himself, was certainly not averse
to borrowing arguments agamsTTEe chiliasts from the Great Reformer. Many of
the Scot's nine reasons against the millennial reign of Christ came directly from the
pages of John Calvin. Gf. Quistorp, op. cit. , p.!58ff, who outlines Calvin's viewpoint.
21
E.g. John Vicars, The Schismatick Sifted.. Or. the Picture of Independents,
Freshly and Fairly Washt-over again, etc. {LondoST 1646).~SbadiaE~Be3gwicl:, in"
his The"Nature and l5anger~o? Heresies, etc. (London: 1647), p. 32ff., listed eighteen
of wEat he considered the more dangerous errors of the day and significantly omit¬
ted chiliasm.
22
There is a list of some of these in Geoffrey F. Nuttall's Visible Saints (Ox¬
ford: Basil Blackwell, 1957), p.148. "Among the Congregational men, h says Dr.
Nuttall, "a degree of millenariaaism was common. " Ibid. , p. 146. But if it was com¬
mon, it was by no means universal. In his sermon to the House of Commons, Oct.
27, 1647, entitled, The Clouds in_ Which Christ Comes (London: 1640), Peter Sterry
made no mention of chiliasm or millenarianism in the entire 56 pages. Independents
had to part company with their great champion, William Ames on the issue, too, a
source of no little embarrassment. In the Marrow, op. cit., p. 186, chap. XLI, "To
the end of the World", Ames gives his eschatoToglEaremvictions: one great consuma-
tion of all things, two resurrections, the final judgment, rewards, Christ rolling
ever after, . . .and all of it happening at once with no millenium mentioned. John Good¬
win was also opposed to the rnillenarian tendencies of his brethren.. Vide Nuttall,
Visible Saints, op. cit., p. 148.
Typical of the Independent position was Henry Vane's, The Retired Mans Meditations,
or the Mysterie and Power of Godlines Shining forth in the .Laving Word, £3 the
Efysterie of Iniquity irTtEe"most Refined and Purest""?orifTs". etc. (LoncinnfT6'EE). Two
cEaps7"arE e spec ially" interesting: chap. 3H7H, pp.2fZT232, entitled "Christ's Rule
in the Evangelical conscience, Shewing the nature of that kingdom and Rule of Christ
in the Saints, which consists not in word and in the form of godliness only, but in
power,and in the life of saving faith, the first fruits whereof appear in those hearts
that are made conformable to Christ in his death."; et chap. XXVI, pp. 403-428, en¬
titled, "Treating of the time of the manifestation of the sonnes of God, their sitting
with Christ on his Throne, ruling and influencing all things on earth, during the space
of a thousand years. " Gf. pp.391, 392, on chiliasm.
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Vide The. Principles of Faith, presented by Mr. Tho. Goodwin, Mr. Nye, Mr,
Sydrach SimpsohTand" othe r "Minis'ter3 to the'TTommnttee of Parliament for Religion.
Jxi. p. : n.d.).In contrast, ToolETrenaeus and Justin Martyr held that tne~3octrin.e of
the millennium was a necessary article of faith, which fact was pointed out by William
Chillingworth, in his famous book, The Religion of Protestants A Safe Way To Salva¬
tion (London: Henry G. Bohn edition, 1846), p. 3'07The Westminster Assembly"itself
had some chiliasts and some antichiliasts and in their confession of faith, the matter
of eschatology was penned in very general terms so as not to exclude either faction.
Cf. chaps. XXXII et XXXIII especially. Significantly, the Independents' Savoy Declar¬
ation did not change the sections on eschatology radically although there were probably
a greater number of chiliasts present at Savoy than at Westminster.
24 -■ .
According to Alexander Ross's "i / V A A o >- i A : or A View of all Religions
in the World: etc. (n.p.: fourth edition, 1672), p. 370f. 7 the church lxTArhheim ex¬
pected Christ to come within five years which had already expired when Ross wrote.
Furthermore, the same author classified the religion of Arnheim separately from
the Brownists, Familists, Arminians, Antinomians, etc., but nonetheless heretical
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since they supposedly held that Independency was the beginning of Christ's temporal
reign on the earth. Georgius Horaius, in the Historia Scclesiastica (M. Leyddecker
editit., 1687), p. 436, wrote: "Arnhemenses Independentes praecipue de sua perfec-
tione gloriabantur, cum tarnen crassi Chiliastae sint." This same reference (or
another very similar) is given by Geoffrey Nuttall in his Visible Saints (Oxford:
Basil Blackwell, 1957), p.148, citing Hornius. But Nuttall's reference is to p. 269
rather than 436. Either there was more than one edition of this work or Dr. Nuttall's
page reference is in error.
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In his sermon entitled, "The World to Come; or, the Kingdom of Christ Assert¬
ed" (Works, 1861 ed.), first lecture, voi.Xii, p. 83, Thomas Good-wltT'seemed: to re¬
nounce the use of force in setting up the kingdom in this world. Only worldly men
would use such carnal means of attaining power. Nevertheless, Goodwin and his
sermons were widely used by the Fifth Monarchists to support their cause. Louise
Fargo Brown, in her The Political Activities of the Baptists and Fifth Monarchy
Men. in England During the Interregnum. (Washington: published by the American
HTit.orical Association,~Y912"), pp.lfm, 225, alludes to the publishing by the Fifth
Monarchist of three of Goodwin's sermons preached several years previously. These
were Goodwin's "A Sermon on the Fifth Monarchy" (London: Sept. 22, 1654) and "The
World to Come" (London: May 15th, 1655), mentioned supra. Dr. Brown points out,
that Goodwin and John Owen eventually published a letter "giving up the cause" of
some extremists in a series of meetings in Allhollows the Great in Thames Street.
Vide Brown, op. eit., pp. 20, 46. The letter came out after Powell and Feake had
been arrested"for their fanatical actions. Oliver Cromwell's kingship offer was
opposed by Owen and Nye, but evidently, not by Thomas Goodwin. Vide Robert S. Paul,
The Lord Protector: Religion and Politics in the Life of Oliver Cromwell (London:
Cutterworth Press, 1915 5), p. 3 7Tr~TiafS" indieatetTIhat Goodwin became disenchanted
with the Fifth Monarchy ideas sooner than some of his contemporaries. Dr. Nuttall
Visible Saints, op. cit., p. 154, believes that Owen lost favor with Oliver because
of his refusal to sanction the kingship offer. Conversely, this would explain Goodwin's
rise in prestige with the Protector in the last three years of the latter's life. Baxter's
Reliquiae Baxterianae: etc. (London: 1696), p. 101, Lib. I, Part I, says that Owen was
still active in Fifth Monarchy circles under Richard Cromwell and that the onetime
Oxford vice -chancellor gathered a church in Lieutenant General Fleetwood's quarters.
Certainly Goodwin was not engaged in such things. After the Restoration, and Venner's
abortive revolt, Goodwin and twenty-five other Congregationalists in London signed a
declaration against such Fifth Monarchy extremes. Gf. Nuttall, Visible Saints, op.
cit., p.147; David Mas son, The Life of John Milton: etc. (London? Macxrillan andi^Q,
1669-1694), p. 121, VI; et G. P'. Gooch, "English Democratic Ideas in the Seventeenth
Century (Cambridge: University Press?-mrr p. 274. The name of John Owen is
conspicuously missing from the list of signers and. one doubts that William Orme's
explanation is really facural, i.e. that Owen was out of town in the country at the sing¬
ing of the document. Vide William Orme's Memoirs of the Life, Writings, and Relig¬
ious Connexions, of John Owen, etc. (London: 1*. Hamilton, 1820), p.289. Goodwin,
not Owen, seemed"to be the Independent leader who tried to lead his party away from
the eschatological extremes of the mid-seventeenth century.
26
Rogers was the recognized penman of the Fifth Monarchy party, an Anglican,
turned Presbyterian, and later converted to the chiliastic sect. Gooch, op. cit.,
p. 221, makes no connection between Rogers and Goodwin and there are no references
to Rogers in the Index volume of Goodwin's Worka which we have found.
^?Vide Gooch, op. cit. , p222.
7 R
"Thomas Goodwin's doctrine of the last days is summed up in Robert Baillie's
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A Dissuasive from the Erroura of the Time (London; 1646), p. 225, where it is
stated that the former believed in (1) a premillennial return of Christ; {2) a resurrec¬
tion of both Old and Hew Testament saints together; (3) the regathe ring of the Jewish
Nation; (4) a reign of Christ on earth for a thousand years; i5) at the end of which
reign, all heathen and Turkish nations were to make war against the Hew Jerusalem;
(6) a second resurrection at the end of the millennium when all the bad would be raised
up to face judgment. Probably, the most controversial document relating to Thomas
Goodwin's eschatology i* a tract entitled. A Glimpse of Zion'a Glory; or, The Church's
Beauty Specified. Briefly layd open in a Sermon, at a general Fastdayln Holland.
(London: 1641). The question concerns its authorship. Dr. Geoffrey F. Huttall, The
Holy Spirit in Puritan Faith and Experience (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1946), p. 110,
£as a lengthy discussion of the authorship problem. It has been attributed to Hanserd
Knollys by A. Gordon in the D.N.B. and by A.S. P. V/oodhouse; to William Kiffin
byW.T. Whitley, A Baptish Bibliography, p. 11, no.22-641; to Kiffin also by J.Smith,
Bibliotheca Antl-Quakeriana; to Killin by A. Gordon in D. N. B.; to Jeremiah
Burroughs by H. M. Dexter, bibliographical appendix, no. 736 (all of these are given
in Nuttall). Allan Simpson, Puritanism in Old and Hew England (Chicago: University of
Chicago press, 1955), p. 66, cites the Glimpse without mentioning the author, but on
p?6, Simpson refers to the author as a separatist, which means that Simpson is con¬
vinced that Goodwin was not the author. William Haller, The Rise of Puritanism etc.
{!Tsw York: Columbia University Press, 1938), p. 396f. also has a lengthy discussion of
the authorship problem including a list of all the catalogues attributing it to William
Kiffin, but Haller himself believes that Hanserd Knollys wrote it . Kiffia's claim is
based primarily on the fact that the "Epistle to the Reader" which precedes the Glimpse
was signed "W.K. " We take issue with all of these modem writer®, because we believe
that Thomas Goodwin actually wrote the Glimpse of Zion's Glory. Our reasons are
as follows: (1) Jeremiah Burroughs is said to have copied several eschatological ideas
from the tract. Vide Baillie's Dissuasive, op. cit., pp.238, 251. It is more likely that?
Burroughs would have been influenced by Thomas Goodwin, a close associate during
the years in Holland and subsequently in the Westminster Assembly and who later
published Burroughs' works, than that he was influenced by a separatist writer of the
Baptish school such as Kiffin or Knollys. (2) The compilers of Thomas Goodwin's
Works (1861 ed.) included it in his twelve volumes of remains. (3) The only contempor¬
ary evidence of authorship is Robert Baillie's Dissuasive, op. cit., p. 79: "The
Glimpse of Sioas glory Preached at a Fast in Holland by T. uT {which commonly re¬
port without contradiction that I have heard to be Thomas Goodwin). .. " Baillie implied
that others with whom he had talked attributed the tract to Goodwin. Haller. in his
Rise of Puritanism, op. cit., p. 397, attempts to explain away Baillie's remark by
saying that he 'Ws eager to discredit his independent opponents." Dr. Nuttall, too,
puts little stock in Baillie11 s statement, Vide reference, supra. No author whom we
have read has given any convincing refutation of Baillie's remark, nor has any modern
author produced any other contemporary evidence to support any of the other possible
names. Robert Baillie is the only seventeenth century author yet discovered by us
to shed light on this issue. (4) Furthermore, those who would attribute the Glimpse
to Kiffin, or to Kaoilya, the two most prominent possibilities, must also prove that
their candidate was in Holland at the time of the supposed authorship or els© explain
away the title page. Goodwin qualifies in this respect, and some other® do not. (5)
Internal evidence is strongly in favor of Goodwin. For instance, the author often re¬
ferred to the common people as did Goodwin in his celebrated sermon The Great In -
fcerest of States and Kingdoms. C£. Simpson, op. cit., p. 77. Goodwin contesleStlht
the Independent government of churches was one oFHhe strongest defences against
anti-christ. Vide pp.62, 69, of the Glimpse (Goodwin's Works, 1861 ed.). Furthermore,
the Glimpse, op. cit., p. 70, says of Christ: "He shall reign, first personally; second¬
ly, la his saints. " Ct. Goodwin's Of the Constitution, Order, and Discipline of the
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Rev. 15:3. 00 in and over his Saints peculiarly, and that not in their Hearts only; but
outwardly and visibly in an ordered instituted Kingdom. " Cf. again the Glimpse, op.
cit., p. 69: "the less Christ doth reign outwardly in the world, the less gloriously
his kingdom doth appear outwardly, the more let us labour to bring our hearts under
his spiritual reign. "
29
Thomas Goodwin, A Sermon of the Fifth Monarchy, eit. (London: 1645), p.18.
30Ibid., p. 3. 31Ibid,, p. 4.
32Ibid., p. XOf. Cf- Goodwin's The Great Interest of States and Kiagdomes etc
(London; 1645), Works (1861 ed.), p.53,~"XCt, who"spoke often"oTtES rule ofJthe saints
through prayer: "They are privy councillors to the great King of kings, who goven
all the states and kingdoms in the world, and God doth give these his saints a com¬
mission to set up and pull down by their prayers and intercessions." Calvin used a
similar idea to refute the chiliasts a cenrury before: "The preaching of the gospel is
already a disclosure of the Kingdom of Christ" and since the saints are therefore
already judging the world by preaching, they do not require a thousand year millen-
ium. Vide Calvin on Mi. 19:28, C.R. 73, 545, as cited in Heinrich Quistorp, Cal-
vin's Doctrine of the Last Things (tr. by Harold Knight, London: Lutterworth Press,
^Semon of the Fifth Monarchy, op. cit., p.lOf. 34Ibid., p. 11.
3^lbid., p.14. Cf. Goodwin's sermon, The World to Come; or, the Kingdom of
Christ "Asse rted. (Works, 1861 ed. ), p. 97, XH, for another passage "aSout Satan's"
being bound during the earthly reign of Christ.
3 &
Sermon of the Fifth Monarchy, op. cit, . p.14.
^The World to Come, op. cit., p.96.
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The only internal reason which we have discovered which might indicate that
Thomas Goodwin did not write the Glimpse of Zioa'a Glory is this peculiar view of
Christ's ruling the earth during the millennium from heaven. Cf. the Glimpse, op.
cit., p. 70: "He shall reign upon the earth, here in this world." According to T^r.
Nuttell, in his Holy Spirit, op. cit., pl09n., who cites the D.N.B., even the Clavis
Apocalyptica: Or, Aprophetical Key: By which the Great Mysteries in the Revela¬tion of St. John and"the Prophet Daniel are opened; It being made apparent "that the
e to an end with the Yeaj oFourLord, 1855.Prophetical! Numbers com t it t o T" r 7"lb etc. (London:
not chkmpion a terrestrial"reign of Chrisl. There were evidently many
Puritan chiliasts who held to a thousand year reign of the saints with an absent Lord
still in heaven. ut Goodwin's views may well have changed in the fifteen years be¬
tween the Glimpse and the sermons he preached during the Cromwellian era. It is not
conclusive to urge this seeming discrepancy in order to disprove the proposed Good¬
win authorship of the first named tract.
^Two Speeches delivered before the subscribing of the Covenant, the 25. of
September, at St. Margareta in "We stminster. The One^y Mr. Philip Nave. The"




Ibid., p. 14. Interestingly enough, the Westminster Confession of Faith ended
the same way.
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Cf. William Barlet, ) X cV< PA 4 \ A or a Model of the Primitive Congrega¬
tional way; etc. (London; 1647), p. 78ff., Chap. fV, entitled, "That thri~Churcn-state
with the Officers, Ordinances, and administration thereunto appertaining, is of per¬
petual! use, to the camming again of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ..."
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There were several books ©a the Revelation published before and during Thomas
Goodwin's life time which he could have used in his own complicated exposition of
the last book in the Bible. R.H. Charles, A Critical and Bxegetical Commentary on
the Revelation of St. John, etc. (Edinburgh: The International Critical Commentary
Series, T. & T. Clark, 1920), p.clxxxviii, I, gives a tremendous list of commentar¬
ies written since the Reformation, fourteen of the most important ones produced be¬
fore "Goodwin died in 1680, and even Charles fails to mention Parous and Durham.
James Durham's A Commentary Upon the Book of the Revelation, etc. (Edinburgh:
1658) was considered a classic by many. William Hailer especially commends three
books on prophecy: Johann Keinrich Alsted's Diatribe de roille anaia (16? 1, "William
Mede's Claris Apoealyptica (1627), and Thomas Brightman's Apocalypsig Apocalypseos
(1609). Yi<le Haller's Rise of Puritanism, op. cit., p. 269. The last named, author
of the three, i.e. Thomas Srightman, was perhaps the most widely read eschatological
writer of the century. References to his work appear everywhere. Increase Mather,
A Sermon Shewing, That the present Dispensations of Providence declare, That wond¬
erful Revolutions in the World are near at Hand; With"an Appendix, shewing some
^Hpture"^rouncTs to hope, that witTuSTaTew Years, glorious Prophecies and Promises
will be fulfilled. (Edinburgh: 1713), p. 1"57" defended Brtghtman against the Jesuits. *
William Strong, A Voice from Heaven, calling The People of God to a Perfect Sep¬
aration from Mystical Babylon, etc. (London:*I6h4), p.2, refers fo~Brightxnan. The
preface to Thomas Hooker's A Survey of the Summe of Church-Discipline etc. (Lon¬
don: 1648) cites him. In at leaot two oTSIs"books, Samuel Rutherford speaks kindly
of "Prophetical Brightman". Vide the A Peaceable and Temperate Plea For Pauls
Presbyterie In Scotland, etc. (London fTS4Z)» p.242TeF"A Survey of the Spiritual!
Anticahrist. etc. (London: 1648), "Epistle", unpaged. Alexander Henderson, in his
The Government and Order of the Church of Scotland (Edinburgh: 1690 edition), un¬
paged epistle, once referretTto ferightman as "our countryman" in a commendatory
fashion. Richard Baxter's A Christian Directory: etc, (London: 1678), p. 198, Part
III, recommended Brightmaa's coromentarieefor the "Poor Mans Library", which
was Baxter's highest classification. In the Westminster Assembly, Stephen Marshall
once read a report from the Scottish Commissioners setting themselves forth as
examples for England to follow in church affairs and backing their whole argument up
with a quotation from Brightman's Apocalypse, chap. 37. Vide Lightfoot's The Journal
of the Proceedings of the Assembly of Divines etc. (ed. by John Rogers Pffman, Works
London: 1824), p751, ISjfltl, Nov. 14, 1543. The Apologeticall Narration etc. (London:
1643), p. 5, honored Brightman. Cf. a CoblTUonfereiace Between© the Scottish Com¬
missioners Cleardd Reformarion, and the Holland Ministers Apologeticall Narration,
brought together by a well-wilier to both. (London: 1644), p. 5. William Ames, in his"
preface toWliliamBradshaw * s Enjliah Puritan!sm etc. (n.p.: 1660), unpaged, wrote:
"that famous Brightman, not unworthy of that splendid name". William Nicholson, a
member of the Westminster Assembly, and author of An Apology for the Discipline
of the Ancient Church: etc. (London: 1659), p. 37f. quoiecT Brightonan oh the interpre¬
tation of the four beasts in Revelation. Thomas Goodwin, in his Government of Churches,
op. cit., p89, also cited Brightman's book on the Revelation. The full titte~oTtEe
work' by Brightman was A Revelation of the Apocalyps of S. lohn Illustrated with an
Analysis et Scolions; Where the anese is opened by the scripture 7~and the events of
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ibiags foretold, shewed by Histories, etc. {Amsterdam: 1611). Early in the i64G's ,
a "versified form of Brightmara's Predictions and Prophecies was also published.
Vide Jarres B.Ogilvie, "Church Union in 16ll", Records of the Scottish Church His¬
tory Society, vol. I, Pt. Ill, p. 144. In. this tract, BrightmaiTToreiold theHfan~oF"IKe~
Bishops with the help of the Scottish Kirk, a fact later used by the Scots in the West¬
minster Assembly. Vide supra. Thomas Goodwin's Glimpse of Zion's Glory, op. cit.,
p. 78, relied on Brightman for its interpretation of Daniel' s IZW days"an«l mucliljifliEi
subsequent date setting is dire to Brightman'a influence: "The light that. I have from
this, I acknowledge to be from that worthy instrument of God Mr. Brightman. "
Jeremiah Burroughes, Jerusalems Glory Breaking forth into the World Being a Scrip¬
ture -Discovery of the New Testament Church, In the Latter Days ImmeSiatelyHbe-
fore the SecondfCloming oFChrist (n. p.: 1675), p78, uses Brightman to interpret™"
HanieTT3 42 weeks" OntEe other "hand, there were many eschatological sermons preach
preached, in the seventeenth century which were not influenced by Thomas Bright-
man fat least not openly). Obadiah Sedgwicke, Christs, Couasell to his languishing
Church of Sardis. etc. {London: 1640); Peter Sterry, 'the Gloud@~m~Which Christ
'Comes, etc. (London: 1648); John Arrowsmith, A great Wonder Da"Heaven: etc.
|London: 1647); none of these quote from Brightman at all.. Neither"ooee"Will lam
Twisse use him in the former's The Doubting conscience Resolved, etc. {London:
1652), p.85f., even though Twisse attempts to explain, many obscure passages in the
Book of the Revelation. But in spite of the many who did not refer to any of Thomas
Brightman's prophetical writings, he was still one of the most influential thinkers
on eschatological questions of the century. There is a discussion of an attack against
Brightman by a Frenchman, Jean de I'Ecluse, in an article entitled, "A Fare Sep¬
aratist Pamphlet", Transactions of the Congregational Historical Society, VI {1913-
1915), p.251. ™"~ ~
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Thomas Goodwin, Works (1861 ed.), An Exposition of the Revelation, n.140,
Part II, Chap. IV, vol. HI.
45
Vide supra on the subordination of synods. Henry Burton, in his A Vindication
of Churches commonly called Independent: etc. {London: 1644), p. 23, pointed out
that the Romanists used subordination in order to seize control. This eventuality was
also feared by Thomas Goodwin in his Of Hie Constitution, Order, and Discipline of
the Churches of Christ, Works (1696 edT), p. 282, IV. ~~ ~~ ~~
46
The Divine Right of Church Government {Paisley edition: 1799; originally pub¬
lished in London, 1646), p. 260. A surprising feature of Richard Vines's sermon, en¬
titled, The Authours, Nature, and Danger of Haeresie. etc. {London: 1647), p.54, is
that he quotes several e scbatofogTcal passage a from; the book of Revelation, but does
not connect false teacher with the signs of the last days as others had.
47
Calvin would have agreed with the emphasis made by the London ministers.
Vide Quistorp, op. cit., p. 117, who cites the reformer on I Jn. 2:18: "It is as though
he said: when ail sorts of heresies emerge you must not allow yourselves to be
horrified but rather aroused to greater attention. For from all that you should con¬
clude that Christ is no longer remote. "
Vide the second part of Bastwick's Independency Postscript, p. 37, as cited by
Robert Salliie in hi® A Dissuasive from the Errours of the Time {London: 1646), p. 95.
49 sk Democratic Ideas in the Seventeenth Century (second edition by H. J.
Laski, Cambridge University Press, 1927), p. 297. Presbyterians were in keeping
with Calvin's "long wait theory" by stamping out heresy. By eliminating error and
147
those who held it, they could be ready and pure if Christ came, but they could also
push His coming farther into the future by doing away with one of the prerequisites
of His appearing, i,e. an apostacy of the Churches. Thus, they secured more time
to apply the gospel to history and to the lives of men. Cf. Quiatorp, op. cit., p. 117.
50
Ernst. Troeltsch, The Social Teaching of the Christian Churches tr. by Olive
Wyon, (New York: The Macmniah-Gompany, 1931), p. 656, discusses the influence of
Free Church eschatology on its doctrine of toleration. A remarkably similar idea is
found in William Ghillingworth's The Religion of Protestants A Safe Way to Heaven
{London: Henry G. Eohn edition, 1846), p. 121.
51
Lord Percy, The Heresy of Democracy {London: Eyre and Spottiswoode, 1954),
p.152, sees a conne'ctIon^et^an~S'emocracy"and eschatology. G. Von Schulze Gae-
vernitz, Democracy and Religion: A Study in Quakerism {London: George Allen &
Unwin LtdT.~l9i0'h p. 25, ~traces a development of modern socialism from the Com¬
monwealth millenarianism. One fact, in determining the eschatologxcal basis {if
any) in democracy was the number of the elect. Calvin believed that the non-elect
were in the minority and that saints should therefore rule. Vide Ernst Troeltsch,
The Social Teaching of the Christian Church {tr. by Olive Wyon, Londnn: George
Allen & tTnwln Ltd., 1931), pT?>59 .Contrarywise, Thomas Goodwin believed that only
a few are truly elect and the saints will never outnumber the non-elect-Vide John
Stoughton, Ecclesiastical History of England: The Church of Restoration {London:
Kodder and Stoughton," 1870), p. 3997 II. Cf Goodwin's GreaFTnterest, op. cit., p. 57,
on the number of the saints. — —~
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Baillie, in his Dissuasive, op. cit., p. 246, criticized Thomas Goodwin be¬
cause of his literalism in the lattesFs eschatological interpretation of certain ob¬
scure Scriptural passages. John Archer, in his The Personal Reign of Christ Upon
Earth {London: 1643), p. 38, also spoke of literalness. ' "
Sir Henry Vane, in his The Retired Mans Meditation, or the Mysterie and Power of
Codlines Shining forth izj~the Living "Word,~to the unmasking the Mysterie of Iniquity
In the most feefined ancTPurest Eoring. etc."^London: 1655), epistle HTo the deader",
unpaged, went to the opposite extreme. Vane, although and Independent, felt that too
many writers aimed at a "literal and historical" sense of Scripture; and too few at
the "inward and spiritual". His mystical tendencies therefore favored the Presbyter¬
ian allegorizing more than the Independents' literal method. Quistorp, op. cit., pp.
115,11.6,160,194, et passim, shows how Calvin feared apocalypticism so much that it
drove him to an habitual spiritualizing, minimizing, practice of hermeneutics.
Quistorp, shows clearly that Calvin did not do full justice to the Bible in his escha¬
tology, because he refused to admit any literal sense in passages dealing with the
last things. *or an older criticism of literalism there is an article entitled, "Theories
on the Millenium", in The Congregationalist, II (1873), p,665ff.
5 -a
Vide supra, chap, on Progressive Interpretation of Scripture.
^A Survey of the Sumras of Church-Discipline. etc. {London: 1648), "The Pre¬
face", unpaged. ~
5 6
Ibid. , "The Epistle to the Reader", unpaged, written by Edward Hopkins and
W illiam Goodwin, written, from Hartford, Conn.., Oct. 28,1647. Cf. Henry Vane's
words, op. eit., "To the Reader", unpaged: "If the newness of many thing3 thou
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meetest with, offend, thee, consider with thy self what unsearchable riches are to
be found in the Word of God, whose best wine is kept for the last."
5T
Zeale for Gods House Quickened; etc. (London: 1643), "The Epistle Dedicatory",
uapagecT *
58
The Doubting Conscience Resolved, etc. (London: 1652), "A Perplexing Ques¬
tion", unpaged.
59
Thomas Goodwin, The World to Corns; op. cit., p. 95, second lecture, Cf.
Glimpse of Zion*3 Glory, op. cit., p. 76: "ilHsaentCong in any one congregation are
evil; tor"one church to dissent from another is a grievous evil. Blessed will the time
be when ail dissentions shall be perfect union of all, and not any distinction of Cal~
vinists or Lutherans, or the like; but all shall come and serve God, and be called by
one name." "There shall be most blessed union of all the churches of ths world in
the millenium. "
^Thomas Goodwin, Christ the Universal Peacemaker: etc. (London: 1651), p. 2.
^Loe. cit. Italics mine.
k^lbid, , p.2f. Cf. his Great Interest of States and Kingdoms, op. cit., p.59.
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Vide his Irenicum, etc. (Londnn: 1646), p.249-
Albert Peel (ed.), The Savoy Declaration of Faith and Order, 1658 (London:
Independent Press, 1939), p. 62, chap. XXVI of Savoy (chap. XXV" of Westminster
Assembly), sect. V added by the Independents. Even the indefatigable John Dury, in
his Epistolary Discourse to Tho. Goodwin, etc. (London: 1644), p. 12, contended that
peace and unity in Protestantism "is a most ample and large subject to be insisted
upon towards those that believe the Raising up of the Kingdoms of Christ, and the
Overthrow of Babylon in the latter times." Dury almost always interpreted his ecumen¬
ical activity in an eochatological context of the "last times".
Part 3....Ecclesiological Differences; the Result of Applying
Eschatology to Hermeneutics (Chaps. 1X-XZQ)
CHAPTER IX
THE CONCEPT OF THE MINISTRY
IN RELATION TO THE PRESBYTERIAN -INDEPENDENT CONTROVERSY
No deeper conviction grasped the Puritan conscience than the need for a godly,
and duly qualified ministry, but divergent concepts of the ministry presented a stage
upon which a further act in the Presbyterian-Independent drama unfolded.
Inside the Westminster Assembly, the divines agreed that ministers of the Gospel
should have a certain, degrees of knowledge* prior to ordination, but disagreed over
other qualifications. ^ All agreed that the need for godly ministers was great:
And let your Gentleness hear me, and bear with me, but
in one thing more, and I have done; and that is, That you
would speedily proceed to the thorough purging. . . of the
corrupt. . . . Ministry of this Nation, . . . You know such men
can never act for God, nor the good of this Commonwealth,
till a change be made in their Principles; and when that will
be, God alone {who is the great Heart-Former and Reformer)
knows. Its the grief of your best Friends, to behold how the
glory of God is neglected, . . . .Don't you see what snares of Death
and Hell do yet encompass poor Englaads Peoples Souls? Oh that
your bowels might yearn towards them, and provoke 7°'2 to arise
speedily to the breaking of them I And how can this be done, but
by removing of those Idol Shepherds that are yet over them?3
Puritans deprecated the existing Anglican ministry, but could not agree on who
should replace them.d-
SECTION A: DERIVATION OF POWER FROM CHRIST TO THE MINISTRY
Many differences existed between Presbyterians and Independents concerning
the ministry of the Church, but one of the most persistent problems involved the
transmission of power from Christ to the Church.
Both the Westminster Confession^ and the Savoy Declaration (which changed
nothing here except for the addition of a few phrases)** stated implicitly that Christ
was the head of His Church. He the rmgtor. was absolutely right when he adverted to
the central idea of the Westminster Assembly; "Christ, who is prophet, priest,
king, and head of the Church, hath fulness of power, and contained ail other offices
<y
by way of eminence iu himself.11 But how was this power to be transferred from
Christ to the Church? Here, there wag no agreement. The Erastians maintained
that Christ delegated power to the civil magistrate; the Independents wanted the power
to descend to the congregation itself, and the Presbyter!sins in 3 Lsted that Christ
delegates His power only to the eldership or the officers in the church.
The London ministers wrote that "Jesus Christ, our Mediator, hath all authority
and power in Heaven and in earth, for the government of bis church, committed unto
him from God the Father. "-1 Lord. Warriston, in his famous speech before the Assam,
bly disagreeing with the Srasfian Parliament, emphasized the "Lordship of Christ
over the Church.
Independents agreed wholeheartedly with the Presbyterians. "A right Reform¬
ation, " declared Henry Burton, "is a setting up of Christs spiritue.ll kingdome, first
over the hearts and consciences, and then over the save rail Churches. "1® Eufc their
argument with the Presbyterians concerned the immediacy of Christ over the Churche
Every particular church. . .is under Christ, as the only-
Head, King, Governor, Lawgiver of it; and so is subject
to no other iurisdietion than that of Christ, Ms Spirit,
his Word. 1^
C o ;> gre gat ional i ai s believed that Christ was to rule and reign in each particular
church. He would not reign "while officials governed; He both governed and
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reigned. "Each congregation is an entire and independent body-politic, and in¬
dued with power immediately under and from Christ, as every proper Church is and
ought to be".14
The urgency of receiving Christ immediately did not cause Congregationalists
to disparage the Christian ministry. John Cotton is typical:
Though the office of a Pastor in gene rail be immediately
from Christ, and the authority from him also, yet the appli¬
cation of this office, and of this authoritie to this elect person,
is by the Church; and therefore the Church hath sufficient and
just warrant, as to elect and call a Presbyter unto office, so to
ordaine him to it, by imposition of hands. 15
Presbyterians emphasised "immediacy" of the ministry with Christ apart from
the work of the people. "Christ Jesus hath immediately himselfe without the in¬
tervening power of the Church or men, appointed offices and officers in his house."
The problem was not so much whether the ministry came down from God or up from
the people, but that it came from God in both cases. Presbyterian Puritan, and Con
gregationai Puritan recognized that, but they disagreed over the means of accred¬
iting the ministry which did come from God. Apollonius of Middleburgh had an
erroneous opinion of true Congregationalism:
The multitude of Beleevers in the Church hath not by the
Word of God. a power of ruling and judging Church affaires
by a spirituall jurisdiction, and therefore cannot delegate
it to the Elders and Presbyters: But the Presbyters doe
themselves immediately from Christ the King of the Church
receive power of ruling and Ecclesiasticall jurisdiction.
The soul's immediate relation to Christ was insisted upon by both groups, but
with different results. One interpreted his immediacy under the aegis of order; the
other of liberty.
If Thomas Goodwin and Philip Nye could write that "whatever power or right an^
of the Possessours and subjects thereof may have [i.e. in a particular churchj ,
they have it each, alike immediately from Christ", then George Gillespie could
also write that:
the strait union betwixt Christ and the Church. . .cannot bee
understood of the Church taken politically: for then the union
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betwixt Christ and the Church might be dissolved as often as
the Church ceaseth to bee ordered and governed as an
Ecclesiaaticall Republic.
Presbyterians wanted immediacy but they tended, to separate Christ reigning in the
hearts of believers and Christ reigning externally over the Church. Gillespie makes
this clear as does Robert Baiiiie:
The high and excellent stiles of honour which the Scripture
gives not onely to whole Churches but to every particular
Saint, exempts neither the one nor the other because of their
immediate subjection to God and Christ, from the bonds and
yoake of any authority, either Ecclesiasticke or Givill, which
the Lord hath appointed in Holy Scripture. Christs intemall
government of soulea by his Spirit albeit never so immediate,
taketh not away the external! administration of men either in
Church or Commonwealth.20
Such a dichotomy between external and internal government was more often made in
the Presbyterian mind than in the Independent, and by making this division, the Pres¬
byterians made room for a doctrine of the ministry which seemed to lessen the place
of the people in ecclesiastical affairs.
In voicing his opinion concerning the Lordship of Christ, Thomas Goodwin echoed
the voices of other Congregationalists:
as Jesus Christ is the King of Saints, so he is an immediate
King unto them, Ephes.l. 22. . . so as in this point of Headship,
no Inferior power on. Earth doth come between, . . he is an
immediate Governor to them.21
SECTION B: LAITY AND THE MINISTRY
In modern times, the position of laymen in the Church is being discussed with
renewed interest, but seventeenth century Puritans were as anxious to solve the
question as any. One of John Owen's books was written "that the sacred calling may
retaine its ancint dignity, though the people of God he not deprived of their Christian
liberty. "^2 The difficulty of realizing his avowed purpose is apparent, but he was
right in trying to hold a mediating position:
some would have aS. Christians to be almost Ministers, others
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none but Ministers, to be Gods Clergie: Those would give the
people the keys, these use them, to lock them out of the Church,
the one ascribing to them primarily al Ecclesiasticall power for
the ruling of the Congregation; the other abridging them of the
performance of spiritual! duties, for the building of their own
soules: as though there were no habitable earth betweene the
valley (I had almost said the pit) of Democraticall confusion
and the precipitious rock of Hierarchical! tyranny; 23
Theoretically, Presbyterians and Independents agreed that there is no distinc¬
tion between laity and clergy. George Gillespie called such a division "Popish and
Anti-Christian. Some Independents were unfair to accuse their rivals of violating
this tenet, but, there is no question that the Presbyterians tended to emphasise the
importance of the ministry to the apparent disadvantage of the people. Many Con-
gregationalists erred in the opposite direction by emphasizing the importance of the
people to the apparent disadvantage of the ordained ministry. John Goodwin's defin¬
ition of Presbyterianism is a little far-fetched, but illustrates the drift of an Independ¬
ent's thought; Presbyterianism, he said, was
a way inslaving mens consciences; crushing the parts of these
Saints which you call Lay-men,.. .a way to depresse truth to
hinder the growth in grace and Spiritual! communion with
Christ... 25
Already alluded to (supra) was the curious case of Thomas Goodwin's sermon
before Parliament from Ps.105.15, on Feb. 25, 1645/6, when he defended the people's
rights. Parliament could do no better service to the cause of Christ, said Goodwin,
than to look after the interests of the Saints.
As the greatest interest of the devil's kingdom is to persecute
those that keep the commandments of Jesus, so it is the greatest
interest of the kingdom of Jesus Christ to preserve his saints,
and to confound those that injure them, for he is the King of saints 26
But on May 12th, 1646, two and a half months later, the young Presbyterian named
Simon Ford arrived in London from Puddle-Towne, Dorsetshire, He had read Thomas
Goodwin's sermon and did not like its emphasis on the saints of God. It said nothing
about the ordained ministry. Therefore he took the same text, adopted the same title,
and proceeded to show how the great interest of states and kingdoms is the careful
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treatment of its Christian ministers.
Whatever bee the great and high Interests of Kings, States,
and Kingdomss, on which their safety, or mine most depends,
there is none it concern.es them more to look to, then the deal¬
ing well or ill with the Prophets of God. 27
From the same text of scripture, a Presbyterian saw a defence of the rights of the
ministry, and a Congregationalist of the rights of the people. It illustrated the two
points of view and the divergent emphases of both.
It must not be supposed, however, that because Thomas Goodwin had spoken so
highly of "the people", that he meant to disparage the ministry. This is the error
of the Brownists, because they downgrade the ministry: "the brownist Error at
their first setting out" was in looking "on their Ministers but as Servants of the
Church, and Instituted by the Church only, which is but of Human Institution. "28
There must be a medium where there is a mutual respect for the ministry and for
the laymen. Nothing was more abhorrent to Thomas Goodwin than the possibility
of a barrier between two classes of people in the Church:
Whatever other Relations binds us to, we are engaged to the
same Duties by our Relation of Brethren in a Church.. .And
the poorest, meanest Saint, is as worthy of it as any; for
otherwise we should have the Faith of our Lord Jesus with
respect of Persons, which the Apostle forbids, Jam. 2.1. 29
Nevertheless, the ordained ministry is set in the Church to execute some purpose
of God.
As Great ^ea have Tutors for their Children in their Travel
to perfect their understandings, and observe their Manners:
So hath God betrusted his Church in their Pilgrimage with
Ministers, whose work and calling it is to Read to you. 30
There is little difference between the high view of the ministry held by Thomas
Goodwin and his Presbyterian counterparts, excepting that he would elevate the
place of the people without lowering the ministry. Presbyterians tended to think
that this was logically impossible.
SECTION C: THE CURE FOR HERESY
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The point of bifurcation concerning the respective Presbyterian and Independent
attitudes toward the ministry usually manifested itself in the search for an antidote
for heresy. Presbyterians maintained that their discipline (exercised by the Presby¬
tia
tery) and backed up by^ civil magistrate could eliminate heresy from the land; In¬
dependents held that the ministry was to stamp out heresy only through the positive
preaching of the Word of God.
Ephraim Pagitt complained that
since the suspension of our Church government, every one
that listeth tumetb Preacher, as Shoo-makers, Coblers, Button-
makers, Hostlers, and such like, take upon them to expound the
holy Scriptures, intrude into our Pulpits, and vent strange doc¬
trine, tending to faction, sedition, and blasphemy. 31
Radical Presbyterians had such a high concept of the ministry, that they tended to
recreate a clerical class as distinct from the people, which was exactly opposite
from true Presbyterian principles.
Richard Vines taught that the way to cure heresy was to insist on a properly
ordained ministry (i.e. by the Presbytery). This would eliminate unorthodox
preaching, keep the ministry of the Word as the peculiar possession ox a few, and
insure against laymen intruding into Moses chair. To keep unorthodox preachers
from being ordained, Presbyterians relied on the magistrate, in addition to their
discipline, to punish blasphemous heretics. 33 One way in which Parliament can.
help against heresy is
By encouraging and heartening the godly, orthodox painfull
Ministry of the Go spell, in their assertings and vindicatings
of the truths of Christ: and in their oppugning of wicked,
dangerous and damnable opinions.
Marshall urged Parliament to search the scriptures and to see if they have the power
to proceed against heresy. . .and then to use it if they are convinced.
Me thinks (most Noble Patriots) I see Religion like a forlorn
Damosell in ragged attyre, with her disheveled haire, weeping
eyes, and bleeding wounds lye prostrate at your feet; crying out
like that woman of Tekoah, help O ye Nobles to rescue me from
those Wolves and Foxes, Hereticks and Schismaticks that prey
upnn me; Oh be pleased to take her by the hand, rayse her up; Set
her upon, her legs: place a guard about her, and drive away her
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enemies. 36
Independents expected Parliament to discourage heresy37 they had another
more powerful cure for it.
Richard Baxter distrusted the panacea of the magistrate. The proper minis¬
tering of the Word "would have done more against errors and schism than all our
chiding hath done, or than all the force can do which we desire from the mag¬
istrate. "3® He believed in the power of the Word to overcome all error.
As for all the sects and heresies that are creeping in daily
and troubling us, I doubt not but the free gospel managed by
able, self-denying ministry, will effectually disperse and
shame them all. 39
Neither the power of the magistrate, nor any particular kind of church dis¬
cipline was enough to secure against the rise of blasphemous teaching, said the
Independents. The °hly way to attack heretics was by "sweating them with argu¬
ments. 40 jn x656, it was reported to Cromwell by a group of the London clergy that
the Anglicans were taking their congregations away from them, and when Oliver
asked how the "Cavaliers debauch your people ? ", an answer came back "By preach¬
ing". Whereupon, the Protector retorted "Then preach back again". ^ The in¬
herent power of truth to gain the field if given an opportunity was one of the strong¬
est convictions of the Puritan mind. ^
Contrary to many Presbyterian writers, John Owen blamed the people for being
confused in religion. Unordained laymen were diligently to search the Scriptures
and examine and try the doctrine that ministers preached to them.43
in these evill dayes wherein we live, I heare many daily complaining,
that there is such difference, and contrariety among preachers, they
know not what to doe, nor scarce what to believe; my answer is[tojDo
but your own duty, and this trouble is at an end; is there any con-
trarity in the book of God? pin not your faith upon mens opinions, the
Bible is the touchstone: that there is such diversity amongst teachers
is their fault©, who should thinke all the same thing; but that this is
so troublesome to you, is your own fault, for neglecting your duty of
trying all things by the word: Alas, you are in a miserable condition,
if you have all this while, relied on the authority of men, in heavenly
things; he that builds his faith upon preachers, through they preach
nothing but truth, and he pretend to believe it, hath indeed no faith at
all, but a wavering opinion, built upon a rotten foundation:44
158
The trouble was not only the rottenness of the clergy, but the rottenness of the
people who had negligently refused to try the "voice of the hireling" and to know
the voice of the true shepherd. ^5
SECTION B: THE USE OF LAY PREACHING
Ernst Troeitsch included the element of "prophesying" in his delineation of the
characteristics of Puritanism. 46 it was right that he should put it at the top of the
list in importance.
In spite of its affinity to Puritanism, the doctrine was not always a source of
agreement amongst Presbyterians and Independents."^ Part of the trouble in
Holland between Thomas Hooker and John Paget centered on divergent viewpoints
concerning lay prophesying."^ In the sixteen forties, the Presbyterians set out to
reform Oxford by preaching, but had their plans upset when some Independent soldiers
(who were probably Seekers) tried to assist them in the work. 49 Arguments over
this question permeated much of the thinking of the day, and the books written on the
subject would fill a large library.
Presbyterian defenders were particularly anxious to protect the ministry against
the intrusion of unordained, but gifted men. "There is a book printed, called, A Ser¬
mon preached at Plimmouth in N.E. which (as I am certified) was made there by a
Comber of wooil, reported one Scottish minister. But John Cotton was vehem¬
ently opposed to such usurpation of ministerial prerogatives:
wee be far from allowing that sacralegious usurpation of the
ministers office, which we heare of (to our griefe) to be
practised in some places, that private Christians ordinarily
take upon them to preach the Gospel publiekly, and to minister
Sacraments. 5i
No Presbyterian would have disagreed with Cotton's position, but Thomas Goodwin
(in spite of his admiration for Cotton) could not go so far in despising the gifts of God.
wee humbly conceive Prophesying. . .or speaking to the edification
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of the whole church, may (sometimes) be performed by Brethren
gifted though not in Office as Elders of the Church.
Several rules governing the use of prophesy are given and it is evident that Good¬
win wanted to keep it orderly and edifying. ^
Preaching was a charismatic undertaking to an Independent. He always champ¬
ioned an ex dono ministry rather than an ex officio one. ^ "To preach is an Act of
gift.. .and he that hath gifts, may for the materiality of Preaching, perform all that
a Minister doth out of gifts. ^
John Cook pointed out that Princes have preached in Geneva and Lairds in Scot¬
land. ^ The inward call is more important than the outward call by men. An In¬
dependent
thinks him not zealous of mens salvation, that murmurws at all
mens preaching that are not fashioned in his shop, and wishes
that Merchants would send men to preach Jesus Christ to the
Indians, as well as Factors, for he thinks the true interest of
England is the Protestant cause, to be as zealous to advance
that, as the Spaniard is for popery. 57
Moderate Congregationalists believed in a specially trained, specially called
ministry, but they did not believe that this should interfere with the prerogative of
lay preaching. "A man may lawfully Preach the V/ord, who is not called to be a
minister. "58 John Owen and Thomas Goodwin were certain that the first principle
of evangelism must be the emancipation of the laity from clerical tyranny. Ua~
ordained, but gifted men were to preach the gospel.. This was their first proposal
for the propagation of the good news. ^
Many middle of the road Presbyterian writers did not abrogate the use of lay
preaching provided it was kept within the bounds of propriety and did not infringe on
the rights of the ordained ministry. Richard Baxter warned ministers not to allow
their people's gifts to sink into desuetude:
Make use of your people's parts to the uttermost, as your
helpers, in an orderly way, under you guidance, or else they
will make use of them in a disorderly and dividing way in
opposition to you. It hath been a great cause of schism, when
. men would contemptuously cry down private men's preaching
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and withal desire not to make any use of the gifts that God
hath given them for their assistance; but thrust them too far
from holy things, as if they were a profane generation. The
work is like to go poorly on if there be no hands employedln
it, but"the ministers"! Gad"glveth not any of his gifts to be
buried, "But for common use. By prudent improvement of the
gifts of the more able Christians , we may receive much help
by them and prevent their abuse.
A more remarkable statement in Baxter would be difficult to find, because he had
a very high concept of the Christian ministry and did not commend Independents who
leveled it off. Evangelism dictated certain compromises which some Puritans would
otherwise have found quite abhorrent. Even if order* must be maintained in the
Christian ministry, it must not be maintained at the cost of souls: "It's better that
men should be disorderly saved than orderly damned; and that the Church be dis -
orderly preserved than orderly destroyed. Order was a sacrosanct domain to
Presbyterian writers:
The Presbyterians deny not but Private men may Preach in some
cases. None that fear God do desire any to bury their Talent, nor
would hinder men from doing the Work of God. But they would have
bona bene, God's Work done in God's Order
Writing in defence of the Presbyterian cause, Apollonius of Middleburgh pointed
to the use of lay prophesyings in the reformed churches:
private Christians from the common duty of Charity, making use
of those spirituall gifts which they have received from God for
mens edification, doe sometimes convert to the faith those souls
which went astray; and bring those, who live in the world, out of
the Church of Christ. See John 4.29 etc. I Cor. 7.16.®^
Although this was an admission that laymen might do personal evangelism, it
was not carte blanche. Public preaching must not be given into the hands of unauthor¬
ised persons.
Our Judgement is that none may pubiikaly, in the Church Assembly of
the faithful!, preach the Word of God, in the Name of Christ and of
God, but he who is sent by a divine Calling for that work [i.e. ordained
txj ini s te r s only] 64
Private believers have a duty to speak to their neighbors oi in. extraordinary cases
when there is no duly constituted church, but these privileges must not be construed
to approach those of the regular ministry.
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While John Owen was still a Presbyterian, he ridiculed those who criticized
lay preaching:
we may observe, that those who are roost offended, and afraid,
lest others should encroach upon their callings, are for the
most part such, as have almost deserted it themselves, neglecting
their owne imployment, when they are the busiest of mortals, in
things of this world, 65
It is interesting that Owen closes this tract by quoting from an Act of the General
Assembly of the Church of Scotland, 1641, which authorized lay preaching under cer¬
tain conditions. 66 The radical Presbyterian writers (with few exceptions) to whom
we now turn, were not from North of the border.
"Let any man tell me in sober sadness, " said the youthful Simon Ford, "whether
by the Warrant, which they pretend from I Pet. 4.10. they may not as well make
themselves Magistrates, as they conclude themselves Preachers. One of the
most questionable parts of Thomas Goodwin's sermon (The Great Interest of States
and Kingdoms) had been its tacit acceptance of lay prophesyings. Ford strenuously
objected.
One of the three things which Philip Henry had against the Independents was
that "they throw the ministry in common and allow persons to preach who are uaor-
dained."68
Robert Baillie's vindictive pen was not in keeping with many of his Scottish bre¬
thren. ". . .the permitting of private men out of office to preach, is a great meanes of
confusion in the Church and breeding of errors and strife. Only the Socinians and
Arminians allow of such practice."^®
One of the radical defenders of ministerial rights was Matthew Poole:
There is hardly any one principle, which hath been more
scandalous to thousands of the most judicious of Gods people,
(both Ministers and others) and more unhappily instrumental!
to the introduction, and propagation of all those loose, false,
vain, frivolous and pernicious doctrines (which abound in the
Nation) then the profession and practise of this specious opinion
of liberty of prophesying. ^
Evangelism meant very little to such extremists. Order and convention must govern
the propagation of the Gospel. Not only Independents, but many moderate Presby-
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terians would have joined in rejecting this view.
The subject of women preachers has had almost as much airing in recent times
as it did in the seventeenth century. 72 Although women were not usually officers in
Congregational Churches., 73 some Presbyterian writers attempted to embarrass the
Independents by asserting that they allowed women to preach.
When Women Preach, and Coblers Pray,
The fiends in Hell make holiday. 75
The surprising thing is that the Independent moderates, who denied women the
right to preach or speak or even sing, in some cases, ^ in the Church, never saw
any inconsistency in their teaching of the priesthood of all believers. ^7 Tension over
the point has only arisen within Congregational circles in comparatively recent times
SUMMAPY
General agreement prevailed amongst Puritans concerning the need for a godly
and qualified ministry to replace the corrupt Anglican clergy. Unfortunately, a
definition, of the terms "godly" and "qualified" proved difficult to achieve.
All concurred that Christ must be Lord of His people. But difficulties arose in
transferring that power to the Church. A solution to this problem involved questions
of democracy, the priesthood of all believers, and the creation of a "special minis¬
try" upon which the first reformers had all insisted.
To have a group of officers set apart from the people and designated "ministers"
immediately raised the problem of the laity and their function in the church. Presby¬
terians emphasised their ordained ministry; Congregationalists emphasized the
prerogatives of the laypeople. In certain respects, the Presbyterian-Independent
controversy was an attempt to define the duties of the laity in relatinn to an eccles¬
iastical order which aimed to guard the honor of the ministry without diminishing
the liberty of the people. Both sides agreed that there must be no distinction between
laity and clergy such as existed in Popish times, but to level off the saints with the
doctrine of the priesthood of all believers only to build up a new kind of class system
produced a marked dilemma.
The cure of heresy and the use of lay preaching presented two areas in which
the Independent and Presbyterian ran full force into one another, because each
approached the situation from a different standpoint of the functions and prerog¬
atives of the Christian ministry.
perhaps significant that these seventeenth century problems have persisted
into the twentieth and even now estrange the Cong re nationalist and the Presbyterians.
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ed at the late fast before the Commons House of Parliament, Feb. 25, 1645, (Works,
1861 ed. vol. XII), p. 54. It is in the true Goodwin tradition that Douglas Horton
speaks of the unique feature of Congregationalism being its "congregation". Vide
his Congregatinnalism: A Study in Church Polity (London; 1952), p. 88. ~
27
Simon Ford, The Great Interest of States and Kingdomea. The Second Part. A
Sermon Preached on a Publike Thanksgiving on the 12th of May, 1646. at Botolphs
Aiders-gate; And after (upon the desire of some friends) enlarged at Pauls Church in
Covent-garden, on the Lords Day, May 17th. 1646 (London; 1646), p. 4.
28
Thomas Goodwin, Works (1696 ed. ), p. 287, IV (mispaged, it should be p. 297).
Cf. William Rathband, A Most Grave, and Modest Confutation of the Errors of the
Sect, commonly called. Erowalsts, or SeparatiaFaT etc. (LondonTwkfclxafetempts
to defend the ministry as well as the members against the encroachments of the
Brownists on both.
^Goodwin, Works (1696 ed. ), op. cit., p. 302.
30
Ibid., p. 315. He used the analogy on p. 265 and adds that although God "set"
them over the children, yet they were still "their_"servants,meaning the servants
of the people. The ministry is both from God and for man, without the dilemma of
origins from God and I or man being broached.
31
Ephraim Pagitt, Heresiography, Or a Discription of the Heretickes and
Sectaries Sprang up in these latter times, etc. (Londnn;T64T), "Epistle Dedicatory",
unpaged.
32 n
Richard Vines, The Authoura, Nature, and anger of Haeresie. Laid open in
a Sermon Preached before the Honorable Mouse of Commons at Margarets Westmins¬
ter, upon Wednesday the Tenth of March 1646. being set apart as a Soiemne day of
Publike Humiliation to seeke Gods assistance for the suppressing and preventing of
the growth and spreading of Errours, Heresies, and Blasphemies. (London: 1647),
p.lOf.
33
Dr. Ainslie denies that Presbyterians ever appealed to Parliament, because
of their doctrine of the Lordship of Christ and because they were opposed to Erast-
ianism i vide op. eit., p. 29. But the facts of the case seem to discredit his view, be¬
cause almost every Presbyterian preacher of the times who had the opportunity to
preach before Parliament used his privilege tendentiuusly. E.g. Richard Vines, The
Authours, Nature, and Danger of Haeresie. etc., op. cit,, p.65, urges the Parlia¬
ment to proceed against heretics. Examples of PresFyterlans who sought the Mag¬
istrate's aid against heretics are the following: The London Ministers, The Divine
Right of Church Government (Paisley edition: 1799), p. 65; Simon Ford, "TEe~5reat
Interest oT ^tates~ahd Kingdomes. etc. (London: 1646), p. 36; Samuel Rutherfurd, The
DueT~IUghfc ofPreibyterles etc! (London: 1644) p. 352; George Gillespie, An Assertion
of the Government of the Church of Scotland, etc. (Edinburgh: 1641), p. "0T~Thomas"™"
Hooges"7 'the GrowtF an3"Spreading of Haeresic etc. (London: 1647), p. 53; Ephraim
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it
Pagitt, Heresiagraphy: etc. (London: 1647), "The Epistle Dedicatory » uap&ged.
"^Qbadiah Sedgwick, The Nature aad Danger of Heresies, Opened ia a Sera)on
Before The Honourable House of Comiaojis, January 27.164*6. at Margarets West-
minster, being the day of their solemne Monthly Fast. (London; 1647), p. 38.
35
Stephen Marshall, The Right Understanding of the times; Opeaed in a Sermon
preached to the HonorableHouse of Commons, December 30, 1646. At Margaret
Westminster, Being the day of their solemne Monthly Fast. (London; 1647), p. 33.
36
Nathaniel Hardy, The Arraignment of Licentious Liberty-, and Oppressing
Tyranny. In a Sermon Preached before tEeTRight Honourable House of Peers, m
the Abbey-Church at Westminster, on the day of their solemne Monethly Fast, Fefer.
24, 1646 (London: 164?), p. 16.
37
The Savoy Declaration provided for the encouragement of the true religion by
the magistrate; vide op. cit.» p. 5T Chap. XXIV: Sect. III. Once, the Independents
even, petitioned Parliament for the suppression of "judiciall astrology". Vide F.J.
Powicke, "The Independents of 1652", Transactions of the Congregational Historical
Society, IX (19241-1926), prop. #15, p. 23ff. No Independent was more Presbyterian
than William Ames in his Conscience with the Power and Cases Thereof (n. p.: 1639),
p. 12, Bk. IV, chap. XV, "Of Heresies. C^uesfkm6, Whether are Heretickes to be
punished by the Magistrate? A.I. Heretickes are to be resisted by every one that is
godly according to the calling and power which he hath received from God... A. 2.
The place aad office of a Magistrate requires, that he represse wicked men that
trouble the Church, even with the sword... " Cf. Christ on His Throne etc. (n.p.:
1640), p. 60., Both Presbyterians and Independents in the Westminster Assembly agreed
to Certaine Considerations to Dia-awade Men from Further Gathering of Churches etc.
(London: n. cT777 p-2, coasideration no.l: "lliat although it be the duty of all the ser¬
vants of Christ, to keepe themselves .alwayea pure from corruption in Religion, and
to indevour in an orderly way, the Reformation of it; Yet is it an undoubted Maxime,
that it belongs to Christian Magistrates in an especial! manner to be authorizera of,
and Ministers of the Gospel to be Leaders in, such Reformation. " The full Independ¬
ent position is found in John Norton's Reapoasio ad Totam Quacstionum etc. (Londini:
1648), chap. XV, pp,147££., entitled, "De Ma.gistra.tii Politico. " Thomas Goodwin,
himself, in the debates at Westm4-~®+«r,. expected the magistrate to assist, the partcu-
lar churches ia his dominion. Vide George Gillespie, Notes of Debates and Proceed¬
ings of the Assembly of jivin.es etc . (ed. by David Meek, fedinburgliT^obert Ogle""*
and'Oliver and Boyd, 10¥617~p"^3s Oct. 1, 1644. At the same time, however, Good¬
win maintained that the power of the magistrate was not indispensable for defending
the honor of Christ. Vide his Of the Constitution, Order, and Discipline of the Churches
Churches of Christ, ^oTTTV, WoxEe (1696 ed. ),~p.S3 And altSoughlae"magistrate
EST"cT'/il" power over the churches (ibid., p. 221, misp&ged, and should be pp. 201-202),
yet Goodwin warned that this power is limited; "tho you read Matth. 22.9. that
Christ said, Compel them to come in, that my House may be full, Luke 14.23. Tho
there be a Compulsion to be used for lthe filling of Christ's Church, yet this is not
the Compulsion of the Civil Sword, for it is the Compulsion of the Servants that are
sent to call, and they are the Ministers of Christ. " That many Independents were
very close to the Presbyterian concept of the magistrates is evident when Stephen
Marshall cited Cotton's Answer to the Bloody Tenet in the former's The Power of the
Civil Magistrate (London: 1657), "Epistle Dedicatory", unpaged, in order to justiTy
the magistrate's roll in punishing heretics. Thomas Edwards in a similar connection
quoted Jeremiah Burrough's, Irenicum in the former's The Casting downe of the
Last stronghold of Satan, etc. (London: 1647), p. 53.
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Richard Baxter, Gildas Salvianua: The Reformed Pastor (ed. oy John
Wilkinson, London: The ISpworth"Presa, rJiJS), p.iSS. Baxter was bemoaning one
of the curious features of the Pre3byterian-Independent controversy, which concern-
ed the roll of the magistrate in religious affairs. Both sides accused the ether of in¬
fringing on the rights of the State. For the Presbyterians, vide William Prynne,
Twelve Considerable Serious Questions touching Church Government, etc. {London:
it>44f, p. 3, proposition "j?*'; .Adam Stewart, Some Qbsarcations and Annotations Upon
the Apologeticall Narration, etc.. {London: 1643), p. 52; Thomas "E3war2s, Ilea.sons
agaiiiitlSe"T55eperidai^vfoyg.mm-ent of Particular Congregations: etc. {London: 1544),pTWreason"Vn, {ixuilaSeled Vjf); B.oFert Bailiie, A Dissuastve~from the Errours of
the Time (London: 1646), p. 31; Pagitt's He re Biography, og. cit., cites an ex-tr&ctTrcm an Act of the National Synod of the Reformed Church of France at Gharan-
town, Dec, 26, 1644, that Independency is "most dangerous to the State". Buistrode
White lock's Erastian view was really a Presbyterian one. Vide Gillespie, Notes op.
cit., p. 27, Feb. 16, 1644. Independents, likewise accused tSe"Presbytenans oTTbemg
Hangerous to the Stat®. Vide e.g. Henry ^urton's Gonformitie's Deformity etc. {Lon¬
don: 1646), p.20; An ApoXogeticall Narration etc. (London:l-643), p.i^;Xewis Du
Moulin, The Conformitv cii the Discipline and Government of those vho axe commonly
called Independents to "that ot "the Ancient ^5Hiriitive"Christian.3 fEoncSon; Ti0), p.l6.
One of the leading spirits in the Assembly regarding the 'F'resbyterian. danger to the
state was Philip Nye. Vide- Gillespie, Notes, pp. cit., p. 70, Sept. 10, 1644 et Gustaf-
ssoa, op. cit., p. 15. One Presbyterian who defended the Independents against charges
of beiag"clangerou« to the State was Cheynell. Vide His Rise of Sociniaaism, as cited
in G. P. Gooch, English Democratic Ideas in the SeventeentE"Century (Cambridge:
University Press, second edition,"19^t), p. 6TT Actually," these charges and. counter¬
charges had been a bone of cdetention since the days of Hooker and Paget's quarrel
of the 1630's. Vide Raymond Stearns, Congregationalism in the Dutch Netherlands
{Chicago: The American Society of Church Hisfory," 1^40)E p."ITF6, proposition number
fifteen.
39
'Baxter, Gilda a . op, cit., p. 94 (footnote number one). Cf. S. W. Carrathers,
The Everyday Work of the Westminster Assembly {Philadelphia: published by the
Presbyterian Societies"ofAmerica and England, !')43). p. 91, for the effect of the
shortage of godly ministers in the l640Bs.
40
John Eastwick considered this method quite insufficient: vide Independency Ex¬
amined, Unmasked, and .Refuted (London: 1.656), "Epistle to the horeothumadon bre-'' -
ihren" (\. e." the Independents?) , unpaged.
'"Cited in Jordan, op. cit, . p. 100, HI.
A *7
"*AJames Cranford, writing in an unpaged epistle to John Brinsley's The Araign-
ment of the Present Schism of New Separation, is Old England, etc. (London: 164 fe),
remar^d"" thiat'' HT ruth is strong, and "will prevail" against He re sies. " Lazarus Seaman,
The A IaTA'i is 1 Proved to be VA r'h A i A f t- / £ H etc. {London: 1647), "The
Epistle Dedicatoryn7 unpaged, concurre<TT "These aTre times, wherein Truth must,
learn to go alone and to stand by her own strength. "And the matured Richard Baxter
admitted in his Autobiography: "I shall not hereafter much fear such toleration, nor
despair that truth will hear down adversaries," as cited in Wilbur K. Jordan, The
Development of Religions Toleration in England 1640-1660 {London: George AHeETand
Unwin Led., 1736), p.17.5."'"BbMdbs these l9reobyterian3, there were many Independ¬
ents who also believed in the inherent power of truth. William Dell {a Baptist), in his
The Way of true peace and unity, p.115, as sited in Jordan, op. cit., p. 514. is typical:
170
"And let it not be doubted, but if the truth of God do© eater the lists against error,
it will be infinitely able to prevails of itself alone, without calling in any power, or
borrowing any weapons from the world. " Likewise, Henry Burton's A Vindication,
1644), p. 71: "Magna est Veritas, et pracvalet,1>; was eminently PuritanTTkc motto™
of Cheam, the school \vEeriTtHe present PriiTca Philip attended in 1930-33 and where
Prince Charles is currently enrolled has this motto: "magma vis veritatis. " The
school dates back to 1646. . .the heart of the Puritan Revolution!
43
John Owen, The duty of Pastors and People distinguished, etc. (Londnr.: 1644)
+ ,v —.v. !<■■<■<*' -wrutinMm —III—.—ww —ww mm* I'—Situ I,I»r.I ami. i ,111 n»
p. 42,
44
Ibid., p. 43. Cf. John Milton's A.reopa gitica, etc, vol. I., A Complete Collec¬
tion of the Historical, Political, and Miscellaneous Works etc. (Amsterdam: IW8T»
r. — -— ———— "——
45
Ibid., p. 45. Matthew Poole disagreed radically with Owen in Ms A Moderate
Enquiry into the Warrantablaaesse of the Preaching of Gifted and Unordal£ed"?ersons
^London: date cut off in binding proce a e or^opyTFTNew"CollegeTXiSrary,~Bhive"riI?y
of Edinburgh), p. 129 , who believed that the people are too ignorant to spot error.
46
Ernst Troeltsch, The Social Teaching of the Christian Churches (tr. by Olive
Wyoa. London: George aHETi iTT^yiSXHT lTSlTT"pTETT.'
47
Several indicative titles are given in the Catalogue of the Pamphlets, Books,
Newspapers,and Manuscripts Relating to the CivlT~War7 the Commonwealth, aii^Rest>
oration, Collected by"GeorgiTYhoma.son7T64()-1661 (London: BrltlsE Museum, T5WJI
Index, p."S20V ''Antidote against La^"WeacTnng7rT~rirLay-Preaching •unmasked", "Caveats
to Tradesmen-Preachers", "Mercurius Anti-mechanicua", "Cloudie Clergic", "Pul¬
pit guarded", "Gagge for Lay Preachers", etc. Several controversies centered on this
issue. E.g. William Sheppard's People's Privilege guarded against the Pulpit and
Preachers Incroachment (1652) was soon an s we ran ay JoHn Collins''g Responsoria. ad
erratica pastoris, sive.,' Vindiciae viadiciarum. Id est, The Shepherdri*wahde"rih."gs
discovered*!'n'a revindieatlorTof the~great"orSmance& ox"t3oQ, ' Gospil^preacSers and
preaching. By"way of answer to a late booke""callied People©"pHvIlegea and HHty
guarded agalnsfthe pulpit and preacSePs" eacroacfiment, by WiTfiam Sheppard7""II6'52)
Another book, by Jonn Collins had been "the catalytic agent for mucfTlxterary activity,
also. It was his Yindiciae Mini ate rii Evangelic!: a vindication ofja Gospel Ministry
(1651), which soon "dxevTIorth many^hswers IfvTcLe"Catalogue "supra, pT©2TS^ I'nctexT,
John Paget, the Presbyterian, denied the us© of it and Thomas Hooker, the In¬
dependent, affirmed it. Vide R. Phlneas Stearns, Cbngregationalism in the Dutch Nether¬
lands (Chicago: The American Society of Church History, 1940), p.lH.
'^Vide "The Register of the Viators of the University of Oxford, from A.D. 1647
to A.D. 1658", (ed. by Montagu Burrows for the Camden Society, 1881), p.lx.
50
Samuel Rutherford, Lex, Rex: etc., op. cit.. p. 46. Gf. Ephraim Pagitt,
Heresiography, Or a B1 scriptinh~oF~tEe Heretlckes and Sectaries Sprang up in these
latter times- etcrUfLondon: 1647), "To"the Reader", unpaged, "But whence" came they
aowTfi. e7"minsters and preach®raj from the Schooles of the Prophet3 ? no, many of
them from mechanick Trades: as one from a stable, from currying his horses: another
from his stall, from cobbling his shooes, and these sit down in Moses chair to mend
all, as Embassadors of Jesus Christ, as Heralds of the most high God. " William
Hailer (ed.), in his Tracts on Liberty in the Puritan Revolution 1638-1647 (New York:
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Columbia University Press, 1934), p. 56, I, has reprinted one oI the broadslides
from the Thomason Collection in which a list of 49 current "damnable tenets" is
given. Added to the list is a drawing (opposite p. 56) showing nine types of trades¬
men who were preachers; "a confectioner, a smith, a sho-maker, a taylor , sadler,
a porter, a boxmaker, a sope-boyler, a glover, a meal-man, a chicken-man, and a
Buttonmaker". Nothing was more repulsive t© the Presbyterian concept ©£ the min¬
istry than for such man to preach. In the Assembly, it is recorded that a certain
ministerial candidate was refused approbation by the Westminster divines on Dec. 13,
1643, because he had the nerve to choose as his text, Philippians 1:18 which reads
"What then? Notwithstanding every way, whether in pretence or in truth, Christ is
preached, and I therm do rejoice. " Vide Carruthers, Everyday, op, cit., p. 170. A
more Opprobrious text to the Presbyterians in the Assembly coulTTmrdly have been
found.
^John Cotton, The Keyes Of the Kingdom of Heaven, And the Power thereof,
according to the Word oflGScTT etc republished by Thomas Goodwin and Philip"Nye,
London: fd-i?), p. 27. I Save used an edition published in Boston, by Tappan and Dermet.
1853. John Cotton's opposition to lay preaching embarrassed the Independents. Richard
Baxter, in his Church Concord: etc. (London: 1691), p. 39, quoted Cotton's Keyes in
opposition to the practice, noting that Thomas Goodwin and Philip Nye had dissented
from Cotton (p. 6 of the Preface to the Keys) in the use of lay prophesying®. Cf. the
anonymous Vindiciae Clavium: or a Vindication of the Keyes of the Kingdom of Heaven,
into the hands of the right Owners. etc. (LondonTTblB), epistlethe ReadeP', un-
p&gedT-whose author ridicules Goodwin and Cotton for disagreeing over ten particulars
in the Keys. William Nicholson, in his An Apology For the Discipline of the Ancient
ChurclT: Intended especially for that of our Mother" The~CEurch of EnglandTetc. (London:
1659), p.l, also cites Thomas Goodwin"and John Cotton's different views of the Keys.
52Ibid., p. 9f •» Thomas Goodwin gives several points of disagreement between
himself and John Cotton. There has been some discussion as to the origin of Thomas
Goodwin's doctrine of lay prophesying. Berndt Gustafsson, in his The Five Dissenting
Brethren: A Study on the Dutch Background of their Independent!sm (Lund: C, W ■ K ■ "
"C&eerup, 19F5), p. 9fv points to the fact that Acontius espoused the doctrine, then the
Remonstrants of Holland got it from him, and finally the Independents imbibed it
from the Remonstrants. But this post hoc ergo propter hoc argument will not stand,
because John Goodwin implied in a letter to Thomas Goodwin (around 1640), while the
latter was still in Holland, that the reason he had fled England in the first place was
that he wanted liberty for laymen to prophesy, (vide Thomas Goodwin's Works, 1696
ed., p.40, correspondence appended to volume fVjT'Tf this is true, then Thomas be¬
lieved in lay prophesying before he ever went to Holland and subsequent environmental
pressures only confirmed a previous notion.
53
Cf. Richard Mather, Church-Gove rameat and Church-Covenant Discussed, In.
an Answer of the Elders of the several! Churches "in Mew-England To two and thirty"
Questions, sent over to them by divers~Ministers in England to declare their
meats therein, etc . (London: 1643), p. 6, (PropoaiHcms 27, 28~29, deal with lay
prophesying). The elders of New England were willing to allow some use of lay pro¬
phesying provided it had certain safeguards, but they did not allow any question time
after the Sunday sermon as was done in some Independent churches (vide pp. 77, 78).
In this, and many other respects, the New England churches were further right than
Thomas Goodwin. Actually, they more nearly approximated the Scottish Presbyter¬
ians by insisting on order, than the English Independents. John Robinson, claimed in
1618, that the practice of lay prophesying was in all the reformed churches; vide
Geoffrey F. Nuttall, The Holy Spirit in Puritan Faith and Experience (Oxford: Basil
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Blackwell, 1946), p77. Robinson's "The People's Plea for the Exercise of Prophecy"
(1618) is bound in Vol. 3, Work® (London: John Snow, 1851).
5^Vide Geoffrey F. Nuttall, "The Early Congregational Conception of the Church",
Transactions of the Congregational Historical Society XIV (1940-1944), p. 201; et
Nuttall, HThe Early Congregational Conception of the Ministry and the Place of
Women Within It", Congregational Quarterly, XXVX:2 (April, 1948), p.156, "For Con¬
gregationalism. ..the essential thing about the ministry is its charismatic nature. "
^Thomas Goodwin, Works (1696 ed.), p. 10, IV, "Of the Constitution, Order, and
Discipline of the Churches of Christ".
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John Cook, What The Independents Would Have, or, A Character, Declaring
some of their Tenets, ancftheir desires to diaalmge those w5o"gpeak ill "of that tley
know not.^London: 1647), p.15.~
57tLoc. cit.
58
Sldrach Simpson, 4 Wherein the Judgement of the Reformed Churches
and Protestant Divines, is shewed, Concerning Ordination. Laying on of Hands In "
Ordination of MinistersflCnd, Preaching by those who are not OrdainecTUfinisters.
(London: 1547), p. 3, Part m. This tract was published anonymously; the"t)ictioaary
of National Biography attributes it to Simpson, however. If indeed, he did write it,
our contention made earlier concerning the moderate Independent desires to gain the
support of the Reformed churches is further justified. Presbyterians were usually too
peremptory in assuming that the Reformed Churches abroad exclusively supported
their polity.
59
Vide F.J.Powicke, "The Independents of 1652", Transactions of the Congrega-
tioaal Historical Society, IX (1924-1926), p.23f.
^Baxter, Reformed Pastor, op. cit., p. 153, italics mine.
^J. M. Lloyd Thomas (ed. ), The Autobiography of Richard Baxter (London:
Everyman's Library, J. M. Dent & Sons Ltd. ,1931), p. xxvi, xxvii, footnote no.l
quoting Five Disputations, p. 165.
62
Richard Baxter, Church Concord: etc. (London: 1691, although the original ed¬
ition appeared in 1635 according to the title page), p. 38f. Baxter quotes several ex¬
amples from Early Fathers who approved of lay preaching (e. g. Origen, who preach¬
ed without being ordained);vide chap. X. "Private mens Preaching". Ignatius Jones,
Lay Preaching-Yesterday aiacTToday, "Transactions of the Gongregatinal Historical
Society XIV (1940-1944), p. 51, incorrectly stated that Baxter repudiated lay preaching
But it is true to say that Baxter emphasised order more than evangelism on some
occasions. Vide e.g. PMiolaoclerua, The Private Christians Non-Ultra or, A Plea
for the Lav-Man's Interpreting the Scripturesjn.p., n.d.), p.l8, wko quotes"5axter's
views on the larger Catechism oFtbe Westminster Assembly with emphasis on order.
^Guilielmus Apollonii, A Consideration of Certain Controversies at this time
agitated in the Kingdoms of England, Concerning the Government of the*CFurcb of God.
etc'T (London: 1645), p. 67T~Vldep. frbffTT" Chap. V,~"'T'Qi' the Ecclesiastical! h&dstry,
and the Exercise thereof."!
64n>id., p.75. Cf. John Norton, Responsio ad Totam Quaestionum Syllogen a
173
clarissimo Viro Domino Guilielmo Apollonio Eeclesiae Middleburgensis Pasta re,
propositam. Ad componendas Controversial quaadam circa. Politiam EccXeiiastican-!
in Anglia nunc ternports agltataa~spectantem.' (Londini: 1648), p.l20£f«"De Ex-
ercitio Prophelico".
65
Owen, Duty of People and Pastors, op. cit., p. 54.
66
Loc. cit. The first Scottish Book of Discipline had provided for the practice
of lay prophesying as early as 1560.
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Simon Ford, The Great Interest of States and Kingdoms s, op., c\t., p. 27.
^Diary of Philip Henry, p. 277 cited by C.E. Whiting, op. cit., p. 46.
Robe rt Baillie, A Dissuasive from the Errours of the Time (London: 1646)
p.177. ' " ' ' - —
70
Ibid., p. 174. Baillie tried to make out that the Independents were hopelessly
divided on the issue (vide pp. 77,174). He refers to the rift in the Independent Church
at Rotterdam over the use of lay prophesyings. Thomas Edwards even claimed to
have a letter from Holland concerning the controversy in this Independent Church;
vide Antapologia: Or A Full Answer to the Apologeiicail Narratinn etc. (London: Ife46),
plIIS, and made much of rtKe so-called*division among the Independent leaders over
the problem. The truth is that there was as much variation among Presbyterian
writers on the use of lay prophesying as supposedly existed between William Bridge
and Sidrach Simpson in the Church at Rotterdam.
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Matthew Poole, A Moderate Enquiry into the Warraatablenesae of the Preaching
of Gifted and unordaiiiecHffersong. (London: date cut off in binding process of the copy
in the Hew College Library, tlnlversity of Edinburgh), "Epistle to the Reader", un¬
paged.
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Vide 2T. W., "A Plea for Female Deacons, The Congregationaiiat, VI
(1877), p. 482., which shows an early tendency to adm it 'women uito church offices
in Congregational churches; "By a. Bachelor" (so the author styles himself), "Women-
Preachers", The Congregational Monthly, V (1892), p.Sllff., who quotes Dr. John¬
son's comment "about a woman speaking at a Quaker meeting to the effect that a
woman preaching was like a dog standing on its hind legs (p. 312); J. Hiles Kitchens
"Preaching Women", The Gongregationalist, XV (1886), p. 719-726, "We contend
that public addresses by women to promiscuous gatherings are offenses to good taste,
opposed to feminine characteristics, and antagonistic to Scriptural directions"?©. 726);
et Geo. Sale Re&ney, "Preaching Women", The Congregationalist, XV (1886),p. 844-
849, which is a violent defense against Kitchens'a article (supra). In. spite of these
nineteenth century notions, modern Congregatioaalists admit women into the minis¬
try. Vide orman Goodall, Congregationalism Plus (London: 1953), p. 41, who
quotes from the 'Wellesley"Statement" admitting women ministers. An indication
of the furore raised by women preachers in the seventeenth century are the tracts
on the subject listed in the Thomason Collection. Vide Catalogue of the Pamphlets,
Books, Newspapers, and Manuscripts Relating to tne Civil War, tEe*Cbmmoawealth,
ancflSestorationrTlcftlectedlay" GeorgeThoma3on,~Y5TC~-• 1661 (LondonT~BritTsa Museum,
1908), p. 620, II (Index). Such titles as" ''Discovery oFlSix"Women Preacher and
"Spirit Moving in the Women Preachers" appear.
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73Dr. Geoffrey F. Nuttall, ir, his "The Early Congregational Conception of the
Ministry and the Place of Women Within It, " Congregational Quarterly, XXVI:2 (April,
1948), p.157, says, "I know of no case where such a thing is even mooted as a. oo ib >
William Perkins,j 'public teaching is flatly forbidden to a woman.'"
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Robert Baillie, in Ms Dissuasive, op. cit., p.140, quotes W. Prynnei. et John
Bastwick: "to interest the Female Sex and draw them to their party, they allow them
not onely decisive votes but liberty of preaching, prophesying speaking in their Congre¬
gations." (quoted from Prinne's Fresh Discovery, p. 5.). But this is scarcely a true
statement. John Cotton would not even allow women to a.sk questions in Church; Vide
Dissuasive, op. cit., p.147 et cf. p. 148. Cf. John Robinson, Works London: John Snow,
1851), p. 3267 111, who denies women the right to prophesy in his people's plea for the
exercise of prophecy". One of the most embarrassing moments in the Westminister
Assembly for the Presbyterian as sailers of women preachers occurred on Nov. 30, 1643,
when Mr. Bayly (the Englishman, not the Scot) confessed that a woman had converted him
to Presbyterianism from Episcopalianism! Vide John Lightfoot, Journal of the Proceed¬
ings of the Assembly of .Divines: etc. (vol. XIII of Works, ed. by' John Rogers Pitman-,
London: 182%Y,~ p. fc77 ~
75"'T.C. Crippen cites this in his "Anti-Brownist Pamphlets, 1641-42", Transactions
of the Congregational Historical Society, V (1911-1912), p. 84, from Luc ife r' s"X'ack"ey, ~
or tKeTTevil's New~~Creation~(Lontlon: loll). Because of the appeara:ace~ol~tEis tract,
Robert Barclay, op. cit., p.155. says that women preachers must have been active in
some Independent ChuFches as early as 1641. Cf. Nuttall, Holy Spirit, op. cit. , p. 87, on
Quaker women preachers; et Harold Earle Walker, "The Conception ofa ministry in
the Quaker Movement And A Survey of Its Development", (unpublished thesis in New
College, University of Edinburgh, 1952), p. 66, who says that preaching by women
was not always acceptable to early Quakers. One contemporary writer asserted that it
wac the "Trent Conspiracy" which said a "distaffe was fitter for women than a Bible";
vide Philolaoclerus, The Private Christians Hon Ultra or, A Plea for the Lay-Man's
Interpreting the Scriptures (n.p. and nTd777"pTT9. Chly~pebple' such as JulianT" tHe" ~
Xpostatel Charge "TEe~CEristians, that their women were medlers with the Scriptures. "
(Ibid. ,p.20). Perhaps the best summary of the situation has been given by Dr. Geoffrey
Nuttall: "Throughout the seventeenth century it seems clear that women'r. Vrcphesy-
ings' was a feature and recognized part of the full diet of worship in many churches
if still always outside the framework of the regular ministry;" vide "The Early Congre¬
gational Conception of the Ministry and the Place of Women Within it, (Aoril, 1948),
p.159. Cf. Ge orge Gillespie, An Assertion of the Government of the Church of Scotland,
etc. (Edinburgh: 1641), p. 37, wEo deniesft'&at Komans~l2 speaks"of !'gilt's*n,~T>ecan3e this
would open the door to women using the gift of prophecy. Instead, Gillespie asserts
that the passage speaks of offices. We do not argue over which view Is correct, but
only point out how far the bias against women preachers influenced Presbyterian ex¬
egesis. The spirit of John Knox's, "The First Blast of the Trumpet against the Mon¬
strous Regiment of Women" permeated the l640's, as much as it, had the year 1558,
7
Vide Baillie's Dissuasive, op. cit., p. 147, on John Cotton's refusing to allow
women to ask questions of the preaeher, Cf. p. 148 on Independents' denying women the
right to sing Psalms in Church.
Thomas Goodwin, for instance, speaks of Aquilla and Apollo.-:In Acts. 18. The
one was willing to learn and the other willing to teach. "Both minded. Christ". But
it is significant that he, being deathly afraid of women preachers, does not mention
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any part which Priscilla had in the transaction. Vide Works, p. 34, Catechism
appended to end of vol. IV, 1696 ed.). Gillespie records in his Notes of Debates
and Proceedings of the Assembly of Divines and Other Commissioners at Wests,
minster! etc. (ed., by David Meek, Edinburgh: Robert Ogle and Oliver and Boyd,
1846)," p. 32, March 1, 1644, that Thomas Goodwin even said that there must not
have been any women amongst those scattered after the martyrdom of Stephen
in Acts 8, because they went preaching (verse 4). This kind of extreme exegesis
resulted from faulty presuppositions.
CHAPTER X
THE MINISTRY AND DEMOCRACY
SECTION A: THE GOVERNMENT OF THE CHURCH,
ARISTOCRATIC OR DEMOCRATIC ?
Contrary to the historians who have traced modern democracy back to seven¬
teenth century Congregationalism, most of the leaders of Independency repudiated
purely democratic practices in favor of a mixed polity. John Robinson's position is
typical*
We believe that the external church government under Christ,
the only Mediator and Monarch thereof, is plainly aristocraticai,
and to be administered by some certain choice men, although the
State, which many unskilfully confound with the government, be
after a sort popular and democratical. By this it appertains to the
people freely to vote in elections and judgments of the Church. In
respect of the other, we make account it behoves the elders to govern
the people even in their voting, in just libertygiven by Christ what ¬
soever (I Cor.xii.28; I Tim.v.17; Heb.xiii.17)1
The government of the Church was to be partly aristocraticai and partly democratical.
None of the great leaders of Independency sponsored a democratiaal church polity:
The forme of this polity is altogether monarchical! in respect of
Christ, the head and Ring; but as touching the visible and vicarious
administration, -JLe. through government - it is of a mixt nature,
partly as it were aristocraticall and partly as it were democraticall.2
The moderate position of William Ames and John Robinson was inherited by
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Thomas Goodwin. In the Westminster Assembly, he discovered that the Presbyter¬
ians had erroneous conceptions as to what the Independents believed concerning de¬
mocracy. He tried to allay their fears:
according to our principles, the Government is instituted by
Christ to be mist of an Aristocracy of Elders, and a Democracy
of the People. 3
Across the Atlantic, the New England Independents had a similar kind of govern¬
ment, which was far from being a pure democracy.
a Government rneerly Popular or Democraticall (which Divines
and Orthodox Writers doe so much condemn© in Morillius, and,
such like) is farre from the practice of these Churches, and we
believe farre from the minde of Christ. 4
neverthelesse a Government meerly Aristocratical, wherein the
Church government is so in the hands of some Elders, as that
the rest of the body are wholly excluded from entermediing by way
of power therein, such a government we conceive also to be with¬
out Warrant of the Word, and likewise to be injurious to the people,
as infringing that liberty which Christ hath given to them in choosing
their owae Officers, in admitting of Members, and censuring of
offenders, even Ministers themselves when they be such.
Independents on both sides of the ocean were interested in preserving the rights of
both people and officers. They were far from the extremes of Brownism^ which
gave the people all the power; and equally far from the tyranny of the prelates who
delegated all of the power to the officers.
One of the more curious features of New England Independency was that its view
of democracy approximated that of the Scottish Presbyterians. 7 John Cotton would
have been at home in a church north of the border:
Quest. What forme of Government is the Government of the Church.
Aaaw. The government of the Church is in Christ our head Kingly
or regal but in the Church S[tf]ewardly and Ministerial! and in both
of them Spiritual! and heavenly. &
Quest. To whom hath Christ committed the Government of his Church?
Answ. Partly to the Body of the Church, in respect of the state or
frame of it but principally to the Presbitery, in respect of the Order
or Administration of it. 9
John Cotton was further to the right than Thomas Goodwin in matters of Government
and it might be said that his was a mediating position between, the moderate English
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Congregationalists and the moderate Scottish Presbyterians.
A typical Scottish statement comes from Samuel Rutherford:
in respect of the rulers as Pastours and Elders, it ji.e. the
government^ is an Aristocracie, the visible government being
in the hands of the Elders, and in respect of some things that
concerneth the whole members of the visible Church, it is a
Democracie, or hath some popular government in it.l®
There is very little difference (if any) between Rutherford, Cotton, and ever.
Thomas Goodwin.
By way of contrast, many English Presbyterians admitted far less democracy
into their Church polity than did the Scots or the. New England Independents. An
aristocracy of elders ruling the churches was their aim, with as little popular rule
as possible. 11
On February 21, 1644,, Richard Vines argued in the Assembly against democracy
in favor of aristocracy, saying that "the Greek states in Athens were democraticai,
the Roman state Aristocraticai; the former fell in confusion and rent, not the 1 at~ .
ter. "12 The only way to avoid the inevitable ruin of democratic anarchy was to
invest the power in the hands of an aristocracy of elders ruling in a synod:
In Synods here is no erecting or appointing of an Officer or
office in the Church, which Christ hath not appointed. . .but
here are onelv the Officers appointed by Christ and that forme
of government, which is appointed by Christ in his Church,
namely, Aristoc raticai!, he re is no varying of the forme of
Church government from Aristoc raticall to Monarchical!;. . .but
the government by synods is most Aristoc raticall, whereas the
Independent way for the most part is but onely Oligarchical!, 13
having but a few Officers in a Church, or else Democraticail, if
put into the body of the Congregation. 14
The Presbyterian-Independent controversy can therefore hardly be considered a
struggle over democracy fas is often alleged). Aristocracy and democracy had a
place in the thinking of the leaders from both sides. It is difficult to find, those who
championed a purely democratic structure. Although some English Presbyterians
tended more to an a.risfcocraticai government, they were more than offset by the
Scots who were willing to admit more democracy than their southern brethren.
Thomas Goodwin's main objections to the excessive aristocratic tendencies of
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1 £>the Presbyterians centered on his fear of tyranny. He objected to synodical
rule,because there was no guarantee that the ablest men would always be chosen to
represent the people in the hierarchical assemblies. ^ Unspiritual men must never
rule; the saints must rule under Christ. Furthermore, the clergy have never shown
themselves capable to rule;
in the greater Bodies of the Clergy, the greater part are, and
have been still the worser, and more corrupt, as it is apparent
in this Kingdom at present, in which (by vertue of the Presby-
teriall Principles) all Ministers must be taken in; and if you will
put them out, where will others be had in their room ?
Pessimism was a characteristic of Goodwin. The clergy of England were not holy
enough to make the Presbyterian aristaeratical system work.
Convert Man we cannot, and if not converted, Ministers of all
ethers, are the worst and greatest opposites to Religion: And
if a National Assembly be chosen by these, the greater number
are like to be of the worst, and such as may alter all that you
now have done. 19
The Truth of the Gospel and Purity of Religion, and tire power there¬
of, is contrary to the principles of all Natural Men; and 'in all Ages
the most of the Clergy have been aptest to corrupt the one, and
oppose the other.
Thomas Goodwin was in favor of a democracy only so long as he had confidence in
the faith of the enfranchised; he had none in the corrupt clergy of England. This
was one of the blind spots of the Scottish Commissioners, who came to 3bondrun ex¬
pecting to set their own system;" to work in the neighbor nation. But Scotland "had
never had such an inadequate clergy as England boasted of in the 1640's. Consequently,
there was not the raw material with which to build the superstructure of a Presby¬
terian system. The Scots might have been confused by the prevalence of good min¬
ister® in London, where conditions were far different thazyin the provincial areas.
During the years of the civil wax, tlx© Puritan clergy flocked to London to be installed
in the livings of displaced Royalists. Thomas Goodwin had a more realistic view of
such things, It was therefore natural that he turned away from; a corrupted clergy to
a godly communion of covenanted saints within the local church, to whoxr. he was
willing to give the voice of ecclesiastical power. Kit; was a majority vote of saints
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only , and these in a local church. 21
Nothing was so close to the heart of Thomas Goodwin's ecclesiastical thought
as the emancipation of the people from clerical domination. He resented those who
did not give the laity their due, and he was strongly convinced that many Presbyter¬
ian writers were guilty of this. 22 The Scottish writers were often highly defama¬
tory in. their descriptions of church congregations. "The people. . .are not the
principal! Members of the Body of Christ, " declared Robert Baillie. 23 Popular
government could only result in confusion "making the feet above the head. "24 Be¬
sides, said Eaillie, the people should be spending their time working in the fields
and sweating for their daily bread: not in deciding ecclesiastical problems.
George Gillespie,, usually moderate in tone, went out of way to refer to the
2 A
people's voice in church affairs being that of a "rude multitude", "a promiscuous
multitude'5, 27 or the "rudeness® of the vulgar sort", and a "monstrous and unavoid¬
able confusion. "28 "it is well known, " he continued, "that in congregations the great¬
er part are not fit to exercise Jurisdiction. "29 These are hardly the words to describe
the people of God, endowed with the Holy Spirit, and destined to judge angels.
Nor was Samuel Rutherford any more complimentary to the people: "Election
j^i.e. of officers! is made either by a people gratious and able to discerne, or by
a people rude andignorant; the former is valid. . .the latter not eo."^ In Ruther¬
ford's view, only the Presbytery could fit the first definition and only the people
the second.
Matthew Poole spoke of the "giddiness© and. unrulinasse of Congregations. "3!
Congregationalism had always been synonymous with the people's rights. After
Robert Browne had. renounced his former colleagues, Barrow and Greenwood, and
conformed once again to the Anglican Establishment, he wrote that:
If ante dame power and authoritie to a rash and contentious
multitude, to haue their voice and rule, in matters of
iudgerr.ent, which haue no iudgement, or are parciall and
wicked and can not vse their lodgement rightlie, what grosse
synne is it ? 32
It is surprising that the Presbyterians of 1640-60 did not quote this against the. In-
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dependents. The point of view was certainly theirs.
We have already noticed the distaste which Simon Ford held for the Saints of
God. To him the saints were only a secondary consideration. They must be kept
within certain bounds and the magistrate must assist in the work:
But concerning those. . .who now most engrosse the name of
Saints, as if they had gotten a Patent from the King of Saints
to that purpose; let them know, the Scripture never gives
Magistrates a stricter charge concerning them, . . . then, to
keepe them in all their waies. If they destroy foundations of
Religion.. .if they struggle from the Body, when they should
march close in it;. . .if they shall leape over the hedge of Order
. . .and so endanger, not onely themselves, but the body of their
destructive doctrines, examples and practises; . . .sure, the
Civill Gods may touch them with a penalty, and the Church-
Angeles with a censure. 33
Ford's ruling aristocracy (i.e. the "Church-Angeles" and the "Civil Gods") must
function primarily for I the purpose of keeping the people from rising above their
station, whether ecclesiastically or politically.
The antithesis of this idea was put forward by Thomas Goodwin. God smote kings
and princes for the sake of a few saints, 34 because they were more important even
than kings.
Here is the nearness and d.@arn.ess of the saints unto God.
They are dearer to him than kings and states. . .for their
sake s he reproved kings, and so sheweth that he prefer reth
them to kings. 35
The state and the king that sees this truth is certain of God's blessing. 36 wars
are due in one way or another to the persecution of saints. 37 Nothing more enhances
the glory of Christ than the right treatment of His own. 38
Goodwin displayed a highly developed philosophy of the people's place in
ecclesiastical affairs. When giving an exegesis of part of the Book of Revelation,
he asks:
From whence came this halleluiah ? 'I heard as it were the voice
of a great multitude, and as the voice of many waters. ' By waters
we are to understand the people: The voice of many waters, of many
people. 39
The influence of the book of Revelation on the thinking of Goodwin appears strongest
in his discussion of the people's place in reformation.^
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The voice of Jesus Christ reigning in his church, comes first
from the multitude, the commonpeople;. . . God uses the common
people and the multitude to proclaim that the Lord God omnipotent
reigneth. As when Christ came at first, the poor receive the
gospel; not many wise, not many noble, not many rich, but the poor;
so in the reformation of religion after antichrist began to be discover¬
ed, it was the common people that first came to look after Christ. 41
The prelates had neglected the common people; Goodwin would elevate them, vindicate
their place in the economy of God, and give them the power which others had misused
for so long.
You that are of the meaner rank, common people, be not dis¬
couraged, for God intends to make use of the common people in the
great work of proclaiming the kingdom of his dear Son: the Lord God
omnipotent reigneth. The voice that will come of Christ's reigning
is like to begin from those that are the multitude, that are so con¬
temptible, expecialiy in the eyes and account of antichrists* spirits,
and the prelacy, the vulgar multitude, the common people. What
more contemned in their mouths than they? and yet it is from them
that this voice doth come, 'The Lord God omnipotent reigneth. ' 42
Goodwin's motivation came from the Puritan experience with Laudian excesses. For
him, Presbyterians had not turned far enough away from those who had but recently
held the people in chains. It was unlikely that a government of predominantly aris¬
tocratic tendencies should have any appeal to such a person.
The issues involving democracy in church government were rightly seen to lie
at the basis of Presbyterian.-Independent troubles, even though both professed to
have a mixed polity. Unless agreement could be reached about popular government
and that it
ought not to bee committed to the whole collective body
thereof ji.e. in a particular congregationj but is peculiar
to the Sfdership representing the same [then; in vaine doe
wee debate the other point concerning Presbyteries and
Assemblies if this latent prejudice still occupy their minds,
that the Government of tne Church must needs be popular,
exercised by the collective body, which happily may in some
sort bee done within the bounds of a well limited Congregation,
but is manifestly inconsistent with classical Presbyteries and
Synods.43
George Gillespie saw the importance of the Independent arguments placing power in
the body of the faithful, and he believed that this was one of the main differences
between Presbyterians and Independents; the one giving church power to the elder-
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ship, the other to the congregation.
Presbyterian fears concerning popular government were sometimes voiced with
a crusading intensity. Daniel Cawdry accused John Owen of switching from
"hierarchical tyranny" to "desnocratical confusion". 44 And Robert Baillie remark¬
ed that the only way to insure against democracy was through the adoption of Pres-
byterianism: "The Presbiterie is a great barre to keep out Democracy and Tyrannic,
both from Church and State. "45
The connection between democracy in the church and democracy in the State be¬
came one of the guiding lights of Presbyterian criticisms of Independent popular gov¬
ernment.46 if any 'liked Anarchy better then Monarchy, and.. .would turn, a Kingdom
into a Democracy", then such ideas were considered by the Scots "to be but the fic¬
tions and calimonies of the malitious enemies of God and His Truth. "4?
Richard Baxter reported on democratic ideas in the army: '1 found many honest
men of ignorance and weak judgments seduced into a disputing vein, to talking for
Church democracy or State democracy.,r4®
Any understanding of Presbyterian hatred of democratic concepts must take into
account the deeply rooted conviction that monarchy was instigated by God. An In¬
dependent such as Thomas Goodwin might advert to the responsibility of kings to obey
God's commands, as well as servants, 41 but this was hardly enough to describe
Presbyterian reverence for crowned heads. 5® Even though the Scots joined with the
Parliamentary forces against Charles 1, yet they never intended to harm their sov¬
ereign, but only to chastise him into giving more ecclesiastical liberty. On 30th of
July, 1643, Robert Baillie wrote these revealing words: "The Armyes are making
for ane new baitell; the Lord save the King and all his family from the least evill. "51
A few months later the Scottish armies themselves were on the field moving against
Charles's forces. Presbyterians might resist the prelatical foolishness of their king,
but they certainly would never have substituted a democracy for a monarchy. In fact,
the Westminster Assembly "declared unanimously for the release of the King" when
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Hugh Peters tried to get their approval for his execution many years later. ^2
Richard, Baxter's attempts to reconcile Presbyterians and Independents in affairs
of democratic practice were noble but impotent to prevail against fears of anarchy
and rebellion which the former attributed to the latter.
Some say the people are to govern by vote. 1 confess, if
this were understood as it were spoken, according to the
proper sense of the word and practised accordingly, it were
contrary to the express commands of scripture, which com¬
mand the elders to rule weH and the people to obey them as
ruling in the Lord; and it seems to me to be destructive to
the being of a political church, whose constitutive parts are
the ruling and the ruled parts. But 1 perceive the moderate
mean not any such things as these words in their proper sense,
import. They only would have the Church ruled as a free people
and in a due subordination to Christ. "
The Kidderminster preacher accused the Independents of making the people "by
majority of votes to be Church Governors" which was a confusion of office. ^4
The charge that popular government resulted in a confounding of ruled and rulers
was commonly made by Presbyterian apologists:
Q. How does it appear that no power of authority is lodged
in the body of the people, the private members of the Church?
A- Although every church member has a right to all the spiritual
privileges purchased with the Saviour's blood, and given to
the church, as need requires; altho' he has a right to try the
spirits, and to prove all things by the word of God; a power
to choose the church officers who are immediately to rule over
him: yet the Holy Scriptures allow the exercise of no official
power to the private members of the Church. The scripture
no where ascribes to the people any such characteristics as
imply authority lodged in them; but the contrary. Instead of
being stiled pastors, they are called the flock, watched over
and fed; instead of overseers, the family overseen; instead of
rulers, guides, governors, they are called the body governed,
the persons subject in the Lord, and they are solemnly charged
to know, honour, obey and submit to those that are over them .55
Such characterization of the Independent position was not wholly accurate, because
Congregationalists also believed that the people were to respect their officers and to
submit in the Lord to their rule. 56
SECTION B: THE ELECTION OF MINISTERS
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Calvin's successors were true to his principles in giving each congregation the
authority to choose its own officers. 57 y/e have already'noted the interesting
phenomenon of an Independent, Henry Jacob, building his case for the people's free
consent against the prelates, on the foundation of John Calvin and other reformers.58
Following Calvin, Thomas Cartwright also taught that each congregation had the sov¬
ereign right to elect and to approve its own ministers. 59 And although there were
isolated individuals who might erroneously accuse the Presbyterians of disagreeing
with this principle, 69 yet the truth was far from such accusations. Alexander Hend¬
erson described conditions in Scotland: "no man is here obtruded upon the people
against their open or tacite consent and approbation. Charles Herle wished it were
so in England: "we acknowledge that the Pastors and other Officers were anciently,
and 'tis to be wished they still were chosen (at least) consented to by the members
of each respective Congregation. "62 And Rutherford said that "the government of
Christs Kingdome is the most free and willing government on earth;. . .all the people
by consent and voluntary agreement have hand in election of Officers. " References
could be multiplied on this issue and all to the same result.^
Independents and the Scottish commissioners were in hearty agreement over the
matter of the people electing their own officers. The Savoy Declaration of Faith and
Order provided that officers should be elected by "common suffrage of the Church
it self. In New England, the churches judged that it was "lawfull and convenient
that every Ghurch of Christ. . . should elect and choose their Ministers. "66 And al¬
though John Cotton was no friend to pure democracy, yet he vigorously championed
the people's rights to elect their own ministers:
Quest. What power of Government is committed to the
body of the Church ?
Ans. The body of the Church hath power from Christ to
choose, and call her owue Officers. 67
The one noticeable difference between moderate Independents and Scottish Pres¬
byterians regarding election by the people was over the place of the presbytery to
regulate elections by the people. Presbyterians spoke of election subject to the approv-
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a I of the presbytery. This was highly unacceptable to roost Independents:
these reformists, howsoever, for fashions sake, they give the
People a little liberty, to sweeten their mouths, and make them
believe that they should choose their own ministers; yet even in
this pretended choice do they cozen and beguile them also leaving
them nothing but the smoky, windy title of election only; enjoining
them to choose some University clerk; one of these college-birds
of their own brood; or else, comes a synod in the neck of them,
and annihilated the election, whatsoever it be.
This accuser would scarcely have known his successors under Cromwell, sixty years
later because Thomas Goodwin and others of the Independent leaders showed them¬
selves to be close to the Presbyterian idea of supervised elections. In the l650's
Oliver set up a committee of "Triers" who were to examine candidates who wished
to enter the ministry. Goodwin was one of these triers, whose basic aim was to rid
the ministry of corrupt clergy and to install godly men in their stead. Being contrary
to the concept of election by particular congregations, these "triers" operated over
the heads of the local churches. No one saw the inconsistency of the "triers" more
69
clearly than John Goodwin, who likened them to anti- christ. The root idea of the
committee, said John Goodwin, was against the fundamental rights of the people to
70
elect whomever they wished. John pointed out that Thomas was guilty of a breach
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of faith. The said commissioners. . .entrench upon the spiritual rights and privileges
of the people of God, and they are worse than the old system of benefactors and patrons
72
which Puritans have always cried down. Even the Bishops were no worse than these.
Never was there such a rule-less, law-less, controuleless
generation of men set up in this Nation over the Lords people
in it: never was there the like unsufferable yoak of slavery
fastened about the necks of the free born people here, as the
power given by Commission unto, or at least claimed and
ercised by, these men, upon pretence of such Commission.
The indication is that Thomas Goodwin was more concerned about the corrupt clergy
in England than in a meticulously consistent practice of the people"s rights. Further¬
more, there is reason to believe that just as Thomas had ' een dubious about the
piety of the clergy fifteen years before, so he became more convinced of the paucity
of real saints in England a3 time went on. It is possible to trace a mounting
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pessimism in his thinking that more and more forced his so-called Independent
principles into Presbyterian molds.
SECTION C: THE POWER OF THE KEYS
As a result of {or perhaps the reason for) different emphases between Presby¬
terians and Independents u \p o n the people and the officers of the Church, most of
the argument over democracy stemmed from the power of the keys of the kingdom
of heaven. Presbyterians gave the power to the presbytery; Independents to the con¬
gregation. Over this issue, Kipling's "east is east and west is west and never the
twain shall meet" could well be uttered.
The problem was indicative of the entire discussion between the two groups of
Puritans and it laid bare the divergent directions of both. One sought to protect the
prerogatives of the multitude of the saints; the other to insure that the leadership of
the Church should always be given to the most spiritual.
We begin with the Presbyterian view:
if the keyes and government of the Church be given to all
believers, because they are ail made Kings, Priests and
Prophets, and we are made free and redeemed in Christ,
and all things are made ours, Therefore I may well inferre
upon the same grounds, the keys of civill power to be Kings
temporall and freemen civilly are made ours, if all things be
ours, and so no Magistrate, no Captain no souldier {peace and
liberty are ours) no master or servant. 75
*o give the power of the keys to the people could only end in confusion, anarchy, and
reversal of God's ecclesiastical order. . .and when by means of a non aequitur argu¬
ment the danger spread to the political realm, Presbyterians felt that they had good
reason to reject the claim. It was nothing more than a defense of the kingdom to
make sure of the proper use of the keys.
Dr. Ainslie has alluded to the keys being given to the reformed ministry, be¬
cause of their connection with preaching. Since only the minister could preach, it
followed that only the minister could exercise discipline and the use of the keys 76
According to Apollonius, the reformed churches taught that the keys were
"for the benefit of the whole Church, and of all believers" and all had a right to help
in the choosing of their officers. But by this election, "the believers doe not con-
ferre or derive the power of the Keyes on the Ministers or Pastours chosen.
Independents, on the other hand, placed the power of the keys in the hands of the
congregation, even if many of them stipulated that only the officers were to exercise
it. "Each Congregation compleatly constituted of all Officers, hath sufficient power
in her self, to exercise the power of the keyes, and all Church discipline, in all the
censures thereof.
William Dell had a mystical philosophy of the keys which almost separated
their use from any connection with organized visible churches:
these Keys are not given to any particular person or persons,
consisting of fieshand blood. . .but that man, whoever he be, that
hath the Revelation of the Father, he it is, to whome these Keys
are given, and to none else: and so they are given to each Believer
in particular and to the whole Church of Believers, in general. 80
Although his position was orthodox so far as the saints' rights -were concerned, it
was worded rather strangely for an orthodox Independent. John Owen's was better
stated:
The calling of bishops, pastors, or elders, is an act of the
power of the keys of the kingdom of heaven. But these keys
are originally and properly given unto the whole church, unto
the elders of it "only ministerially, and as unto "exercise. 81
The power of the keys was a subject which Thomas Goodwin discussed at length;82
A Congregational Church, is by Christ's Institution the only
Subject, and Seat of Church Government; and the Grand Charter
of the Power of the Keys is granted to it alone. 83
Presbyterians had contended that the keys were given to the universal visible churchJ84
But Goodwin contended that this was inconsistent with the Reformed practice of con¬
necting the keys to preaching. The universal church cannot assemble, cannot celebrate
the Lord's S upper, and cannot hear preaching together. Therefore, the keys should
not be given to it, since the "General Assembly" will only meet in heaven where
there will be no further purpose in exercising the power of the keys. 85 The im-
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portant consideration, to Thomas Goodwin, was not to usurp any of the crown rights
of the King of Saints operating through individual churches of believers:
The Grand Charter of Church-Government, or the power of the Keys,
is granted not to Ministers in particular only excluding the People,
but to the whole Body of Believers.®
But this does not mean that there is to be promiscuity and lack of orderly control
among the members of each particular Church.
All the Members of the Church have some Interest in the Power
of Keys, but it is specially delegated to them that are Stewards
by Office for admission of Members into the Church, that, is, to
open the Doors of God'3 House.
It is probable that Presbyterians might have been willing to compromise on this
position had they understood it.
One query which might be raised concerning the Presbyterian refusal to give
the power of the keys to the congregation was the part which women might have in
such a situation. We have already seen how women were forbidden the right to preach
in most Puritan churches, and how the doctrine of the priesthood of all believers
failed to emancipate the layman so that he could prophesy. There can be little doubt
that Presbyterians feared women usurping authority so much that it influenced their
exegesis of key passages of scripture.®® Rutherford speaks sarcastically of a woman
taking the gospel to a foreign land before a duly qualified minister.0' Bailiie and
Edwards ridiculed Sidrach Simpson's church in Rotterdam, because it had been found¬
ed by a woman.To allow women any ecclesiastical rights was to invite the kiss
of death, as far a s Presbyterians were concerned. The London ministers interpreted
Acts 15 (the so-called synod of Jerusalem) to mean only the "apostles and elders"
when it speaks of the "whole church"; because it was inconceivable that women should
have had a part in the affairs of the meeting. 91 Daniel Cawdrey denied that Matthew
18 could refer to a particular church, because that would enfranchise women. 9~
And Robert Bailiie concluded that the excoirimunication in I Corinthians 5 could not
have been done by the whole congregation because women must not have any part in
such transactions. 93 Puritan 1 prejudice and Puritan, exegesis o/'Pk journeyed hand in
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Presbyterians allowed their preconceptions regarding women's rights to inter¬
fere with their doctrine of the keys. Whatever else the Independents might do, Robert
Baillie hoped that "it be not the extent of Church power unto women. "94 The logic
of the Independent*3 argument led inexorably toward the enfranchisement of women
and the Presbyterians made this the brunt of their attack on democracy. Women
were never to be allowed to vote. 95
There were several debates in the Westminster Assembly over the "churching
of women". In these debates, the Independent position on the keys was assailed on
the issue of women. Presbyterian defenders were quick to see that if all believers
had the Keys, then logically women were not excluded from their use. Thomas Good¬
win was pushed into a corner during several of these debates and tried to "distinguish
the general church, so that the power may not be to women, children and all. it
happened again , on September 30, 1644, in the Committee on Accommodation, "By
ecclesia we. . .mean the brethren, excluding women and children;"98 The moderate
Independents were no more willing to enfranchise women than their Presbyterian
opponents, 99 but it was sometimes difficult to justify their position. Goodwin, for
instance, has a rather lengthy explanation which seems to be nothing more than a
rationalization of an untenable position :
The mistake of the Objection /.i.e. that if all believers have
the keys, then women tooj lies in this, to infer that, because
Women have not the Authority, the publick power of the keys:
that therefore they have no pow [erf of the keys committed to
them. 100
Such tight-rope walking was dangerous as well as susceptible to Presbyterian attacks
which often caused the rope to sway in che wind. A distinction between "authority"
and "power" was a semantical problem with little possibility of being resolved to the
mutual satisfaction of any save the compromised Independents.
The keys of the kingdom of heaven were not only to be used to admit people into
the membership of the church, but they were also to be exercised in disciplinary
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cases. Excommunication and public censures were important matters to the Pur¬
itan, and the place of the general membership in these actions was the center around
which many of the debates over the keys orbited. 101
Few Presbyterians v/otdd have denied the people a right of consent or dissent
in points of discipline, but they always refused to allow them the principal authority
in that discipline*.
Though the people have not Ministerial or governing power, yet
they are to have a judgement of discretion, and thereby to try
and discern, whether they that do cast out, or Absolve by Minister¬
ial Authoritative Declaration, do proceed according to God's
wo rd or not, and are not to obey any sentence or injunction that is
contrary to that word; yet must they not on the pretence disobey or
refuse to execute such injunctions and Censures without manifesting
their proofs of its Error. 102
Baxter would have denied any but a nominal power to the people. Theirs was to obey
ministerial acts of discipline and not to initiate such acts. However, he was willing
to admit that the people had been so overborn in times past that they ought to be given
a little more power than ordinarily was granted to them;:
Because all this forementioned Discipline cannot be exercised
without the people's consent. . and we have at present no full
recovery of their consent: And because Ministers should have a
particular knowledge of their charge, which is now uncertain, and
for divers other reasons propounded, and debated among us, we
judge it very fit, if not of necessity to desire a more expresse
signification of our people's consent to our Ministry, and Minister¬
ial actions, and in particular to submit to this Discipline, as the
members of that particular Church.
Such magnanimity on Baxter's part was only temporary. He made it quite plain that
such compromises were only for the "present" time and because of exigency.
Gillespie, too, was willing to forego the sentence of excommunication if the
people dissented from it: "the end of excommunication cannot be attained if the Church
doe not consent thereto", but even this was a compromise. Presbyterians wanted
the sentence of excommunication given into the hands of their Presbytery with right
of appeal tc higher assemblies.
One of the strongest reasons why Presbyterians did not want the whole congre¬
gation to have the power of censures, was in order to insure that the spiritual
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leadership of the church remained in. the hands of those best qualified to discern
difficult cases.
If all the people. . .are to watch over one another. . .then
must they in Conscience attend the judging of all causes, of
adultery, fornication, drunkennesse, swearing, oppressing,
defrauding one another, as they fall under scandall.105
This eventuality was somewhat ameliorated by the Independent insistence on regen¬
erate church membership, but to the Presbyterian concept of the church multitudinous,
it was well nigh a fatal blow. Nothing could be more scandalous than for unregene rate,
and unspiritual men to attempt to judge of spiritual censures. This must be under¬
taken by those suited to the task.
Independent teaching on this subject insisted on the people's part as inherent in
any operation of discipline. It was not just a temporary expedient (like Baxter) nor
was it a compromise of the ideal situation (like Gillespie). "The body of the Church
hath powei from Christ. . .to inquire and hear and assist in the Judgment of all pubic
pubiicke scandalls, " put forth Cotton„But these censures are still the duty of the
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officers in the presbytery who are to "administer ordinations and Censures. "
It is probable that Thomas Goodwin was much influenced in his doctrine of
ecclesiastical discipline by the Franeker professor, but beyond the aegis of William
Ames lay the Calvinian idea of the government of the Church by the preaching of the
Word. Goodwin's position of confining ecclesiastical censures to local churches and
giving them into the hands of the congregation was nearer the true reformed spirit
than the concept of appeals lodged in higher ana higher courts always to be handled
by the officers and never by the people. In
publick Admonitions. . . the people have an interest, that they
may be edified thereby, as well as by preaching; for what is
Discipline or publick Admonitions, but a oublick Application of
the Truths of the Word of God, to the Conscience of a scandalous
sinner, to warn others, and to bring him unto Repentance ? So as in¬
deed acts of Discipline, Admonitions are the most pastoral Sermon;
and so are a part of the Worship of God, which therefore the people
of his own Church, must, have a peculiar interest in, as they have
in other Sermons J'-*3
Once again, the Crown rights of the Redeemer working through! individual saints
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within congregations are protected. Few Puritans were more zealous of the Saints'
prerogatives than Thomas Goodwin That is why the people must have a part in the
power of discipline. . .because it is a means of their edification, a special kind of
sermon.
SECTION D: ORDINATION IN RELATION TO ECCLESIASTICAL DEMOCRACY
Although Richard Baxter felt that differences over the power of ordination could
be "easily Reconciled" between the Presbyterians and Independents, the West¬
minster debates show a very sharp cleavage on the issue. Unfounded optimism was
one of the Kidderminster preacher's proclivities.
The divines at the Westminster Assembly found that some of their most violent
arguments and their closest votes were concerning ordination. The Validity of
Episcopal ordination, the problem of proper ordination versus expediency where
evangelism is paramount, one aspect of the ex dono versus an ex officio controversy,
can one church ordain or must there be more than one, the people's right in ordina¬
tion, the relationship between election and the formal laying on of hands, -—all of
these were heatedly discussed by the Puritan assembly.
Episcopal orders was one of the subjects which recurred again and again. Most
of the divines at Westminster (at least the English ones) had been ordained by the
bishopand this fact alone encouraged disagreement amongst the Scots and the
Southern neighbors. ln% the debates, it was usually the Independents who defended
Anglican orders. One of Philip Nye's arguments against the Solemn League and
Covenant was that the document infringed on the Bishop's tight to ordain, I11 which
was disliked by Alexander Henderson and the other Scots- The Erastian, Selden, re¬
minded the divines that the laws of England made ordination by bishops lawful and that
if the Covenant meant to establish any other* then the Covenant was contrary to the
laws of the land. 112 Gillespie tells us that on Mar. 20, 1644, the Independents dis-
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sented to a letter sent from the assembly to the Earl of Manchester "desiring
more pity and favour to those that scruple the validity of their ordination by bis¬
hops Evidently, some of the Presbyterians -were trying to compromise their
brethren who had not yet renounced their ministerial orders. And the crowning
event occurred on April 17, 1644, when Thomas Goodwin accused Samuel Rutherford
of having nullified Episcopal ordination in one of his books ^ Outside the Assembly,
there were many Independents who did not agree with their leaders. 115
One of the really pressing issues at the Assembly was the immediate supply of
godly, qualified ministers and preachers to fill the empty pulpits in the land and to
undertake the spiritual care of the troops in the field. The problem became more
and more acute as debate dragged on with nothing being decided. Right wing Pres¬
byterians kept insisting on a properly ordained ministry, even at the expense of not
having enough of them; moderate Independents as well as moderate Presbyterians
were willing to compromise and to admit gifted but unordained men to fill the gap that
the work of evangelism be not neglected. Lightfoot records that on Oct . 20th, 1643,
Young and Seaman spoke in favor of using unordained ministers temporarily until
the Assembly could decide the issue on a permanent basis, but Gouge, Gattaker, '
and Palmer all were violently opposed to it.^ Qn January 26th, 1644, Philip Nye
defended thu same thesis that the moderate Presbyterians had championed three
months previously; namely, that ordination was unnecessary in extraordinary
situations such as England was presently in.117 By March, 1644, Stephen Marshall
was all but convinced that if England waited for the Assembly to act, there would
never be any ministers provided for the kingdom. He now sponsored the use of
unordained, but gifted men as chaplains. Palmer absolutely refused to go along
with this proposal, however, unless such men were duly ordained.To Palmer
and his stubborn associates goes much of the credit for the eventual Presbyterian de¬
feat, because the Independents later captured the army when the Presbyterians
neglected it by flocking into the lavish city parishes. It was in the debates of March
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19th, 1644, that the embarrassing case o£ Apollos was first discussed. 120 j£
Apollos was not ordained, then he preached out of orders; but if he was ordained,
then he was a minister without proper education (one of the first prerequisites for
Presbyterian laying on of hands). It was the horns of a dilemma pure and simple.
In the discussion of Jan 15th, 1645/6, we find the Independent, Jeremiah Burroughs,
extremely concerned about the supply of ministers in places where they were
scarce.. .even if it meant sending unordained men. 121 To the Independents, formal
ordination was not nearly so important as the need of the lost souls to hear the
gospel by whatever means available Their case was aptly put in William Bridge's
fast sermon of Oct. 23, 1646:
The Harvest is great, the Labourers few, but the work is
necessary, for poore ignorant soules to bee delivered from
the wrath to come. What through every formality cannot be
had now, which you would have at another time ? Sure, 'tis
necessary that men and women should bee deli ered from the
wrath to come.
Even the Independents would have done the work of providing ministers differently
if they had had ideal conditions, but the kingdom was on fire and the work was urgent.
Many Presbyterians outside the Assembly were even more "orderly" than Palmer
and his confederates They believed that the primary reason for England's multitude
of sects and heresies was the laxness in admitting men into the Christian ministry.
Nathaniel Hardy, preacher to the parish of Dionis-Back church, addressed Parliament
at their monthly fast day, Feb 24th, 1646, and warned the law makers to "effectually
prohibit all from entring into the work of the Ministry but by the doore of Ordination;
let not those be admitted to sit in Moses chair, wh:> have not first sate at Gamaliels
feet. "^23 Richard Vines also attacked false prophets who spread error; prophets
who had not been properly ordained. According to him, the best cure for heresy
was the establishment of an orderly system of ordination. 124 Hearty agreement
with this sentiment was voiced by Matthew Poole, one of the most outspoken Presby¬
terians of the time on this subject.
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Whether Gifted persons may preach ordinarily without Ordination
. . .the assertion of this Doctrine was that which opened the gap
unto all that crew, and which hath been the unhappy occasion of
involving this poor Church and Nation in those crc^g^s of errors
and confusion which are now too rise amongst us.
Two other areas of disagreement separated Presbyterians and Independents
over the matter of ordination and admission into the Christian ministry. The first
was the question of whether one church (or its eldership) could ordain without the
help of other sister churches. Congregationalists affirmed the principle, but ortho¬
dox Presbyterians denied it. This was one of the bones of contention in the debates
at the Westminster Assembly and the Independents lost the battle by only the narrow¬
est of votes. Lightfoot tells us that the discussion of this proposition (May 6th to lOth
1644) was "managed with the most heat and confusion of anything that ever happened
among us. The vote was 27 to 19 against the Independents.George Gillespie
was aghast to discover that even Stephen Marshall had evidently been won over to
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the Independent position. On April 5th, 1644, George Gillespie and Thomas Goodwin
debated the question as to whether or not a single Congregational eldership could
i .2 ■?
ordain. Presbyterians, with their doctrine of the universal visible church, insisted
on the right of ordination being given to the combined eldership of more than one church.
Their Congregational brethren, who rejected a universal visible body, agreed to this
much Presbyterianism: "wee exclude not the Elders or Ministers of other neighbouring
congregations from joyning in that worke, for the assistance especially in prayer, for
a blessing upon the new chosen Minister. "^0
A second area of disagreement between Synodical men and Congregational men
concerned the proper relationship between election and ordination. The former tended
to make ordination more important than election. "The essence of the call doth not
131lie in the Election of the people, but in the Ordination of the Ministers." The latter
said that there was no proper ordination unless it had been preceded by election.
"Ordination is not before election. . . "^2 was one 0f the things which prompted
so much discussion of Acts 14:23 and the Greek word • . .whether it
meant "election or "ordination". The bishops had always held out
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for the latter meaning, but George Gillespie championed the former along with
the Independents. And if election comes before ordination , then the question of the
people's place in the setting aside of the gospel ministry is broached. That such a
possibility should ever be dreamed of was repugnant to the Presbyterian mind
anxious to defend the ministry against the encroachments of the common people of
God. B&illie wrote; "an authoritative mission imports a Superiority in the Sender
above the Sent But. the Pastors are over the People, not under them. "133 Ruther ¬
ford feared that if the people alone can elect a minister (and ordain him), then
"From whence had Luther, Calvin, and our blessed Reformers their calling to the
pastorall charge. "134 The primary documents of the Westminster Assembly reveal
that the Independents led one of their most effective campaigns against the Presby¬
terian propositions on ordination. In addition, they all but succeeded in keeping
the assembly from voting the power of ordination to the London ministers. 136
SUMMARY
Seventeenth century Puritanism was a mine from which many of the precious
jewels of democracy have been dug. The Presbyterian-Independent controversy
became one of the tools with which these truths were laboriously cracked off the
massive rock of tyranny where they had long been imprisoned.
Presbyterians and Independents alike sought to define the limits of liberty with¬
in the bounds of order- the former wishing to have a democratic polity without
giving up their essential aristocracy, the latter attempting to have an aristocratic
polity without relinquishing their essential democracy.
The outstanding feature of the ensuing struggle was the problem of the laity in
relation to the ministry, and how to emancipate the one without endangering the status
of the other,
Puritan .democratic, tendencies can be seen in their insistence on the people's
right to elect their own officers within each particular church Agreement on this
point was not unanimous, however. Scottish Presbyterians and English Congrega¬
tional! sts stood over against many undemocratic Fnglish Presbyterians.
Few questions produced more discussion than the keys of the kingdom of heaven.
Presbyterians were willing to allow the people to vote for their officers, but not in
disciplinary actions; Independents were willing for the people to vote in both instances
But both groups ran into peculiar difficulties when the status of women was broached,
for none wished to enfranchise them. But how could they be excluded on the basis of
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the priesthood of all believer.? r> Any solution to this query compromised those who
resorted to capricious and illogical explanations.
Ordination brought the Puritans' concept of democracy into a sharp encounter
with their concept of the ministry. The issue was whether the servant of God (i.e
a minister of the gospel) came from above or below. Did he come immediately from
God, or mediately from the people? The origin of his office was no less important
than the essence of his call. An ex dono versus ex officio ministry characterized the
dichotomy of the two Puritan''parties and the peopled prerogative in either (or both)
determined their Presbyterianism or their Cmigregationalism.
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of Scotland (Edinburgh: 1690), p. 56. This was orfgmalTy published in 1641.
Life. pp. 50-53, cited by Gooch, op. cit., p.116.
49 Thomas Goodwin, The Government and Discipline of the Churches of Christ,
propos'd familiarly by way of Question ahd~%nswer, Works (1696* ed. ), p. 35, IV.
50 It might be argued whether or not there was as much worship of royalty in
Scotland as in England, but Presbyterian respect for crowned heads certainly out¬
shone Independents. . .with the possible exception of New England.
3 1 David Laing (ed. ), The Letters and Journals of Robert Bailiie, etc. (Edinburgh:
Robert Ogle, 1841), p. 63, It. * ~
52 a. F. Mitchell et John Struthers feds.), Minutes of the Sessions of the West¬
minster Assembly of Divines etc. ( Edinburgh: William~jBfackwood, and Sons, 1874),
p. 540, Sess. 1145, BecTl, 1648. Thomas Goodwin and the other Independent leaders
had left the Assembly before this and had no part in the vote.
J
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5 3 Richard Baxter, Gildas Salvianus: The Reformed Pastor (ed. by John T.




The Divine Right of Church Government, by Sundry Ministers within ths City
of London {Londnn.7 16461, ppT^WST^l. I"have used an edition published in Paisley,
1799. C£. Rutherford, Preeminence of election, op. cit., p. 53, popular government
is "no government, becausi~ali are'TfuXiTrs, and none are governed and ruled;"
Gillespie, An Assertion, op. cit., p.110, "in every Christian Congregation, there
are some "Rulers, some ruled, some Governors, some governed, some that com¬
mand, some that obey.. .But if the whole Congregation have the Rule and Government,
who then shall be ruled and"'governed?" (italics mine); et Richard Baxter, A Holy ' *°
"Uommoawealth, op. cit.", p. 69#, who criticized democracy because it confuses the
rulermftl the'rulea.
56
Vide e.g. John Owen, A Brief Instruction In the Worship of God and Discipline
of the CTSurcheg of the New Testament. By""Way^of Questran and Answer etc 7|l667^
p. 502, Works, voTXV. "Tins later became fcnowa as the"Independentsr*Gatechism
Owen writes "Q.29 "What is the duty of the church towards their elders, pastors, or
teachers? A. To have them in reverence and honour for their office and work's sake;
to obey them conscientiously in all things wherein they speak unto them, in the name
of the Lord." Dr. Nuitall, in his Visible Saints, op. cit., p. 126, calls attention to .
the fact that many Independent churcITcovenants"IncluHeS sections enjoining the people's
obedience to their officers. Presbyterian claims that Congregatioaslists cared not
for their officers and that they made the people supreme over their rulers were ill
founded.
5"q. p„ Gooch remarks, however, that Calvin desired the pastor to preside in
all elections "in order that the multitude do not proceed with precipitacy or in tumult",
{quoting Institutes, IV.. c. 3). Albeit the people are still to have the right., of consent
and approbation, of their mmisters. Vide History of English Democratic Ideas, op. cit.,
p. 6.
58Henry Jacob, .An attestation_of many Learned, Godly, & famous Divines, Lightes
of Religion, and pillars b? the GospelT,"^«sH2yIng"tSi¥^5ctrIne, v!zT~That t5e church^
government ought to bee always with the~peoplesfree consent, etc.(n.p. 1S13X p.25ff.
et passim.
5^Vide Drysdale, History of the Presbyterians, op. cit., p. 118; et Gooch, op.**' " 5 ' ^L" I n i 7 -„ iff . maw *- tan* aMMMMWW cWMwnh » —aniwu I. tA,
cit. > p. 43.
^Gillespie, in Me Assertion, cit., p. 2, postscript, writes that the charge
"'that Presbyterians are"against the'"peoples election of their officers.. .is a calumny. "
This was in answer to as anonymous tract called PresbyteriaH Government Examined
which Gillespie ascribes to an anabaptist. RutherTdrSevidently 'd{sagfi¥3°wTth his "
fellow Scot and ascribed the same pamphlet to one of the moderate Independents, pre¬
sumably one in the Assembly: Vide Due Right, op. cit., p. 21. W.M. Hetherington, in
his History of the W® strninste r As iemTBJyoi "THyme1T"{fqui th edition, ed. by Robert
Williamson,^dSnburgETTSmea Getameu, "T5tS), p. 396, says that George Gillespie's
last book entitled, "Miscellaneous Questions", has a whole chapter devoted to the sub¬
ject "Of the Election of Pastors with the Congregation's Consent. " The vehemence
with which the Scottish Commissioners championed this cause indicated that there were
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many English Puritans who were not nearly so keen on having the people vote for
their officers 5St IS generally supposed.
61 Alexander Henderson. The Government and Order of the Church of Scotland
(Edinburgh: 2.690), p. ?. This was originally pi^bHeheTTa 16TlT~Bobe'ft"Ba2ireT5
Journals, op. cit., p. 94, II, tell ns that at the General Assembly prior to the
Scottish Commissioners' departure for London in order to attend the Westminster
Assembly, there was some trouble over patronage and intrusion of ministers with¬
out the people's consent (entry of Aug. 14, 1643). The Soots were prepared, there¬
fore, when they arrived in England. On March 21, 1644, the debates over the power
of the people in election began; vide John Lightfoot, The Journal of the Proceedings
of the Assembly of Divines: etc ~(Workg. vol. XXXIa id. by John Sogers p!t?rim~l~o'n-
clrmfleZ?|7"pT^3C~ImmeSIateiy, George"Gilleapie insisted that "in no case, in. a
settled church, a minister may be obtruded upon a congregation, renitente ecclesia."
(p. 231, ibid). Sanuel Rutherford agreed: "the Scriptures constantly give the choice o£
the pastor to the people. The act of electing is in the people; and the regulating and
correcting of their choice is in thepresbytery. " (loc. cit.) It is worth noting that dur¬
ing the course of the day's discussion, Thomas Goodwin made a motion which em¬
bodied George Gillespie's ideas (loc. cit.). The Scottish Commissioners were not
allowed to make motions in the Assembly and this is one occasion when an Independent
moved a Scottish proposal. It was not the only instance. But the Assembly was
almost hopelessly divided on the issue with English and Scottish Presbyterians against
each other (p. 232, ibid.). English Presbyterians had never been willing to allow
people the full voice in electing their officers. Vide e. g. the argument between Paget
and Hooker in Holland (ca.1630) givenia RaymoaSTBtiams, Congregationaliggi in the
Dutch Netherlands (Chicago: The American Society of Church History, 1940),pTTCTST
"Paget maiataineTdTThat the call of a minister was by classis only; Hooker said thai
people must also vote. Another indication of the reluctance on the part of some Eng¬
lish Presbyterians to give the right of election to the people, is found is The Divine
Right of Church Government by Sundry Ministers of Christ within the City of"Lon¬
don (London: 1646)."The editor of the Paisley edition of 1799 admits as p. 243 (foot¬
note),. that the London Presbyterian ministers did not "fully invest' the right of
election in the people" and consequently replaced that section with another reference.
The London ministers did not allow enough democratic procedure to suit the editor.
"William M. Campbell, The Triumph of Presbyteriaaiem (Edinburgh: The Saint Andrew
Pre S3, 1958), p. 81, notes: Samuel Rutherford favored the people'3 election rights
so courageously that he was criticised for approaching too close to the Independent
position. On the other hand, Henderson was not so. - keen on the people's right to
elect their minister as was Rutherford (ibid.» p. 130).
k^Gharles Herle, The Independency on Scriptures of the Independency of Churches:
etc. (London: 1643), p.3. The author is ah English X^reiFyteBaa and it'must not
therefore be inferred that all of the synodical brethren south of the border were
opposed to the people's election of officers. The Scots found some supporters, but
their cause was not unanimously embraced.
/, o
Rutherford, Due Right, op. cit., p. 21.
64
Yule e.g. Jame3 L.. Aiaslie, The Doctrines of Ministerial Order In tae Re¬
formed Churches of the Sixteenth .anJlSSeventeenth "Centuries (Edinburgh: "T~."T.
Clark, 1946), p. 2~$WT., Chap. X., Validity" of the minister's call, depends on the
people's calling hi-n by vote (p.233), et Divine Eight of Church Government (vide
footnote number 60, supra) pp.237, 238.
2n a
65
Albert Peel, The Savoy Declaration of Faith and Order, 1658 (London: Independ¬
ent Press, 1939), p.TTT Sect. XI.
66jUchard Mather, Church -Government and Church-Covenant Discussed, In an
Answer of the Elders of the severall ChurcHes in frfrew England to two and thirty
'Questions, sent over to them by divers Ministers in England to "declare their judg¬
ments therein, etc. (London: 1643), p.4H
67
John Cotton, The True Constitution of A particular visible Church, proved by
Scripture - Wherein is briefly DemonstrateHHby Questions and Answers what Officers,
Worship, and government Christ hath ordainecfin his Church. (London: 1642), p. 10.
Although"Independents and Presbyterians were in general agreement about the people's
rights in election, they had different emphases regarding election and ordination:
Vide Nuttall, Visible Saints, op. cit. , p. 88.
^This contemporary statement was against Cartwright's Directory as cited in
Eduard Bernstein, Cromwell and Communism, Socialism and Democracy In the Great
_ der grossen
isive history of
Socialism, a fourth edition appearing in 1922), English edition tr. by H. J. Stenning
(London: George Allen & Unwin. Ltd., 1930), p. 30.
69
John Goodwin, £9 A N ! Jl, J A > or The Triers (or Tormenters) etc. (London:
1657) p.5.
^Ibid. , p. 6 7^Loe . cit.
72lbid., p. 7. ?3Ibid., p. 8.
^Loc. cit. This was not the first time John had found some inconsistency in
the practice of Thomas Goodwin. Vide supra.
75samuel Rutherford, A Peaceable and Temperate Plea For Pauls Presbyterie
In Scotland, etc. (London: 1IT42), p. 69. This book is a series of twenty propositions
debated."By"Rutherford and nos. 1, 2, 5 all concern the power of the keys. Cf. Due
Right of Presbyteries, op. cit., pp. 290-298, for a similar discussion of the ordinances
and the keys. Rutherford"complained that giving the keys to the people was only a
recent innovation and that history showed that the keys had always before been entrus¬
ted to the stewards of office (p. 11, Due Right).
76
Ainslie, op. cit. , p.oof. We shall endeavor to show eventually, that Thomas
Goodwin was more consistent in connecting preaching with the keys than were the
Pre sbyte rians.
7 7 Guilielmus Apollonii, A Consideration of Certain Controversies at this time
agitated in the Kingdome of England, Concerning the Government of the <TEuFch~oI
God • etc""(London: 1645 ), p. 45. ~~
78
Loc. cit. It is noteworthy that Apollonius attempted to vindicate Presbyterians
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from eclipsing the priesthood of all believers by denying them the use of the keys.
Evidently, some reformed writers felt a certain tension between their practice and
their doctrine.
79xhomas Hooker, A Survey of the Summe of Church-Discipline, etc. (London:




of the author included in the one volume
91
John Owen, The True Nature of a Gospel Church and Its Government, The
Second Part (1789b P»63, XVI, Works (ed. by V/TH Soold, London and Edinburgh:
Johnstone and Hunter, 1861). Richard Baxter once mistakenly observed that Owen
had reversed his position regarding the keys and denied them to the people: vide J. M.
Lloyd Thomas (ed.) The Autobiography of Richard Baxter, (Everyman's Library,
London: J.M. Dent Be Sons Ltd., 1931), p.2l2. Cf- R. Baxter, Church Concord: etc.
(London: 1691), p.25f£., Chap. VII. number 5, the "Power of the Keyes". In this book,
Baxter quotes Rutherford that Owen "was at last against all Governing Power in the
people, and for the Pastors government only", (ibid., p. 26) Because of this, Baxter
was encouraged a third time to seek a union with the Independents. Unfortunately, how¬
ever, he wag incorrect about Owen's views, which is evident when the whole passage
in question is quoted: "Q.42. Unto whom is the power and administration of this dis¬
cipline committed by Jesus Christ? A. As to the authority to be exerted in it, in the
things wherein the whole church is concerned, unto the elders, as unto trial, judg¬
ment, and consent in and unto its exercise, unto the whole brotherhood; as unto love,
care, and watchfullness in private and particular cases, to every member of the
church"; from John Owen, A Brief Instruction In the Worship of God and Discipline
Of the Churches of the Nev/Testament. By Way Question and Answer; With An Ex-
plicatin and Confirmation ofthose Answers. (1667)hound in vol. XV, Works,"op. cit.,
p. 514. The administration of the keys was always attached to the offices of pastor and
elder alt! ough the actual power lay in the people . Gf - A Discourse of Spiritual Gifts
(1693), p 441, IV, for the connection of the keys with abadge of office. What Baxter
misunderstood, was the statement: "This authority, in the discipline of the church
they [i.e. the officers] exert and put forth by virtue of thier office, and not either
as declaring of the power of the church itself, or acting what is delegated unto them
thereby, but as ministerially exercising the authority of Christ e ommitted unto them¬
selves . " from A Brief Instruction, supra, later called the "Independents Catechism",
p,515, XV. It must be noted that Owen never wavered from his intention of giving the
power of the keys to the people, and the administration of the keys to the officers,
Failture to understand this dichotomy, resulted in Baxter's misinterpreting Owen.
82yjde Thomas Goodwin, Of the Constitution, Order, and Discipline of the
Churches of Christ, Works (1696637), p,44ff., IV, Chap. II: Book II, on tEe use
of the keys.
83<
E.g. Rutherford, Due Right, op. cit.., j>p • 290-298.
Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op. cit., p>6
84
86
®3Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op. cit., P-152. Ibid., p-
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8 Thomas Goodwin, The Government and Discipline of the Churches of Christ,
props9d farriliarly by way oT Question and Answer, bound~m vol. IV, Worica (1696
e*T.), p. 20 Cjoodwinls very similar to John Owen in connecting the offices of pastor
and elder with administration of the keys, even though the actual power lay with the
people
88
Divergent results in exegesis of certain key scripture passages practically pro*
dueed the entire Presbyterian-Independent controversy. Thus, any predilections
were preponderating in repercussion.
89Rutherford, Due Right, op. cit., p.175.
99
Thomas Edwards, Antapologia: Or A Full Answer to the Apologeticall Karra-
fcion of Mr. Goodwin, et. al etc (Loncloh:~l&46)s p. 29"aFT^ail!ie, Dissuasive, op.
cit. p. 81
91
Divine Right of Church Government, op. cit., p. 258. C£- Gillespie, An
Assertion, op. cit. , p. 118, for a similar statement.
9^Daniel Cawdrey Church-Reformation Promoted: In a Sermon on MaUh. 18.
Vers. 15.16,17. etc. (London: 16f>7), p,32. Cf. Rutherford, Due Right, op. cit,, p.14,
for a similar exegetical prejudice.
93
Baillie, Dissuasive, op■ cit., p. 192.
9ibid., p. 110.
9 S
Vide Samuel Hudson, The Essence and Unitie of the Church Catholike Visible,
And the Priorivle thereof in regard of Particular CSurchea Discussed (London: 1645),
pTTb' ; Charles Herle, Independency on Scriptures,* op. cit., p. 32; Matthew Poole,
A Moderate Enquiry into the Varrentablene a se of the Preaching of Gifted and Un
ordained Persons (Londonrelate cut off in rebincfing process of copy in New College
Library, University of Edinburgh), p.139; Gillespie, An Assertion op. cit., p.120,
et Rutherford, Due Right, op. cit., p. 28, William M. Campbell, op. cit , p. 91,
interprets Rutherford's Survey as allowing women to vote in ministerial elections,
but this suggestion is highly questionable.
9^E.g. Alexander F. Mitchell et John Struthers (eds. ), Minutes of the Sessions
of the Westminster Assembly of Divines etc. (Edinburgh: William Blackwood and
3on~ 1874), p. 20, Seas. 341, SI"c. 13, 1644.
97
George Gillespie, Notes of Debates and Proceedings of the Assembly of
Divines and other Commissioners at Westminster- etc. (EdinBurgh: Robert <5gle and
Oliver and Boyd, 1846), p.46, March 28, 1644.
98Hnd., p.105.
99 John Robinson disenfranchised women. Vide A Just and Necessary Apology,
Works, pp.42,43, HI, cited in R. W , Dale, History~o? English ConeregatCanal iam
(London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1907), p. 209- Samuel"Rutherford also quoted Robin-
son'a Justification of Separation, pp.124,124,126,127, to prove that women should
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not be allowed to vote. Vide ^ue Right, op. cit., p. 28. Robinson had said that
"the Keyes are given to all, though not to Se used by all and every one alike, which
were grosse confusion. " His position might very well be the source from which both
Thomas Goodwin and John Owen drew
100rhomas Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op. cit. , p. 48. In New England,
the practice was the same. "feichard Mather's Church^Government and Church
Covenant Discussed, etc (London: 1643), pp.3, 4, questions numbers T3"l7 concern
the power~of the people in ecclesiastical affairs, including the subject of women vot¬
ing and on p. 60, the elders say: "The rule is expresse and plaine that women ought
not to speake in the Church, but to be in silence, I. Cor. 14. 34. I Tim 2 11.12. And"
therefore they ought not to vote in Church matters; besides voting imports some kind
of government, and authority and power: now it is not government and authority, but
subjection and obedience which belongs unto women, by the rule, and so is the pract¬
ice of women amongst us. " This is the shortest answer given in this tract by the
elders of New England to any question. About the place of women in the churches,
there was no time for debate or discussion.
101
John Calvin provided for the people to consent in excommunication although
it must be done "in such a way that the multitude have not the chief power in its
determination", Institutes, IV, c.12, as cited in Gooch, op. cit., p.6. Following him,
Thomas Cartwright wrote, that, "in all the greater affaires of the Church, as in Ex¬
communicating of any, and in choosing and deposing of Church Ministers, nothing
may be concluded without the knowledge and consent of the Church;" vide A Directory
of Church-government Drawn up and Used by the Elizabethan Presbyterians (reprint
oTedition of 1644, London: James Nisbet & Co. , 1872), unpaged. Rut Cartwright
clearly meant that the eldership was to be the principal mover in censures, not the
people: "Of the Censures. . . Greater and pubiique offenses are to be handled by the
Consistory. " ibid., unpaged . An important part of Presbyterianism was the hand¬
ling of disciplinary cases involving excommunication by the Presbytery. Vide Apollon-
ius of Middleburg, A Consideration of Certain Controversies etc. (London: 1645), p. 118:
''we bold that a Classis or Synod of Pastors hath power to admonish and rebuke author¬
itatively and with power Ecclesiasticall. "
102_
Tlichard Baxter, Gildas Salvianus: The Reformed Pastor (ed. by John T. Wilk¬
inson, London: The EpworEFTT^ress, 1955), p.178. Cf. Baxter's Christian Concord: or
the Agreement of the Association Pastors and Churches of Worcestershire. With
Richard Baxter1!? Explication and Defense oFTt, and his Exhortation to Unity > propos-
ition XV7 This virtual denial of one oTtHe TunHamentaTlenets of Independency prob¬
ably accounts for the lack of support for Baxter's Worcestershire ministerial assoc¬
iation on the part of the local Congregationalists.
103
Ibid., p.179-
10-bille 8P*®> An Assertion, op. cit., p.121. Gillespie's essential moderacy is
shown by his willingness to agree with a Separatist tract which gives the right of free
consent to the people (vide p. 118) in disciplinary matters. Cf. p. 177, ibid., for Pag-
et's view of the people's consent in discipline; et Rutherford, Due Right, op. cit. ,p.21,
for the same subject.
^"'Rutherford, Due Right, op. cit., p. 23.
106John Cotton, True Constitutuon , op. cit., p.10.
208
10Ibid., p.10. C£. Richard Mather, Church-Government and Church-Coven -
ant Discussed, op. cit.,pp.3,4, questions number~l3-17 deal with the people's power
in~ecclesiastical affairs; Albert Peel, Savoy Declaration, op. cit., p. 71, Sect. XVIII,
local churches have the power of censures; et Ames, Marrow of Sacred Divintity,
op. cit. , pp. 169 • 170
108
Thomas Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op. cit. , p. 130■ Cf. Baxter's
Reformed Pastor, op. cit., p. 88: etAir.es, Marrow, op. cit., p. 166: Thomas
Goodwin's main argument against the Presbyterian doctrine of excommunication
was that it infringed on the rights of the people to see and be edified. He cited I Tim.
5:20, "Them that sin, rebuke before all, that all may fear, " which cannot be done in
representative synods where all the rank and file saints are excluded j Constitution
of Churches, op. cit., p.l29_j - Discipline was a sermon to be preached where""a.XI
could hear it. The Papists' Latin mumbo jumbo, the Anglican's lifeless prayer book,
and the Presbyterian.'s secretive discipline were all anathema to a Puritan who wanted
the people to hear the Word preached openly to the hearts of men. It was this prim¬
ary concern which prompted Independents to oppose the Presbyterian system of ex¬
communication. William M. Campbell, op. cit. , pp. 62, 63, is in error when he attrib¬
utes this opposition to purely political motives. Independents did not see their oppon¬
ent's concept in the Scripture and secondly, they wished to defend the people's rights.
109yjde his Church Concord: etc. (London: 1691), p. 23.
110
Richard Baxter in his Life (ed. by Sylvester), part I, p. 33.
11 iTohn Lightfoot, The Journal of the Proceedings of the Assembly of Divines:
etc. (Works, vol. . XIII,"ed. by John Rogers Pitman, London:" 1824), p.Jan.
26th, T644.
njbid. , 0.121, Jan. 25th, 1644-
"I "J O
George Gillespie, Notes of Debates and Proceedings of the Assembly of
Divines etc. (ed. by David™Meek, Edinburgh: Robert Ogle and Oliver and Boyd, 1846),
p. 44.
Ibid., v 52
115Vide Geoffrey F. NuttalI, Visible Saints, (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1957),
p. 89- Men like William Barlett spoke out against Episcopal ordination and John
Owen renounced his. After the Re3toration, John Howe refused reordination at the
hands V the bishops Cf Nuttall's article, "The Early Congregational Conception
of the Ministry and the Place of Women Within It", Congregational Quarterly, XXVI;2
(April, 1948), p. 155.
ll6Journal, op. cit. ,p.24.
11 ^Ibid., p. 122. Later, that same year, in the Committee for the Directory of
Ordination, Philip Nye defended unordained men as chaplains to the army and navy
on the grounds that such charges were not churches. However, there is some
evidence that Cromwell once thought of incorporating army companies into organ¬




Lightfoot, Journal, op. cit., p.220. W.W. Carruthers, The Everyday Work
of the Westminster Assembly (Philadelphia: published jointly by the Presbyterian
Historical Societies of America and England, 1943), p. 138, incorrectly says that
this speech of Marshall's was made on Feb. 15th, 1643/4 instead of March 18th, 1643/4.
^ Carruthers, op. cit., p. 184, points out that Palmer was one of the most im¬
portant figures in~TEe debates over ordination and that after his death, the Assembly
sought his papers on the subject.
I2<L ightfoot, Journal, op. cit., p. 222. Apollos is also discussed at some length
by Matthew Poole, A Moderate"Enquiry into the Warrantablenesse of the Preaching
of Gifted and Unordained Persons (London; n.~37), pp. 61-63, 116ff.
121
Alexander F. Mitchell et John Struthers (eds.), Minutes of the Sessions of the
Westminster Assembly of Divines etc. (Edinburgh: William Blackwood and Sons,
1874), p.178, 3638.573. Cf. Carruthers, op. cit., p.135.
122The_ Saints Hiding-Place In the time of Gods Anger, etc. (London: 1647), p.lO.
12Vide his The Arraignment of Licentious Liberty, . . .etc. (London: 1647), p. 17.
In his The Authours, Nature, and Danger of Haeresie. etc. (London: 1647), p.lOf.
125
Poole, op. cit., p. 39. Cf. Ibid., p„ll6ff. for a lengthy list of arguments for and
against the "preachings of unordained persons. The author gives fifteen reasons to
support his view, and can only think of four which support his opponents (all of which
he answers in debate). It is significant that one of his main proofs
against unordained preachers is the Old Testament precedent (i.e. Uzzah, Saul, and
Uzziah), loc. cit., reason number 7. Cf our appendix '"J?" on Puritan preachers and
the Old Testament, also, supra, on the Old Testament's place in the controversy. Men
like Poole, Vines, and Palmer were so far to the right on their concept of the ministry
that the-" are almost out of the main stream of reformed teaching. Cf. James L.
Ainslie's epochal book, The Doctrines of Ministerial Order In the Reformed Churches
of the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries (Edinburgh: T. & T7 Clark, 1940), p. 139ff•,
cEapT VI, "Admission to the Ministerial Order of the Reformed Church"; et p.l55ff.,
chap. VII, "The Solemn Setting Apart, Or the Ordination".
126
Journal, op. cit., p. 262.
127
Loc. cit. Close voting and narrow majorities characterized the ordination
propositions. One carried by only four votes, another by five, and one was voted
three times before finally being settled. Vide Lightfoot, Journal, p. 267, May 26th, 1644.
128
,
Vide Gillespie's Notes, op. cit., p. 60. Later, the same year, Robert Baillie
reported the same thing. CfT~David Laing (ed.), The Letters and Journals of Robert
Baillie, etc. (Edinburgh: Robert Ogle, 1841), p. 23fj,II, letter to Dickson, Hated
Sept. 16th, 1644. Lightfoot, however, in his Journal, op. cit., p. 121, 1644, entry
dated Jan. 25th, 1644, reported that Marshall had argued against Philip Nye in a debate
on ordination. Either Marshall had not yet been won over to the full Independent pos¬
ition, or else he was publicly reprimanding Nye for having given away the strength
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of the Congregational position by a few ill-chosen remarks. It is perhaps the
more striking if, as some say, Marshall was Nye's father-in-lc-w.
^^Yide Gillespie's Notes, op. cit. , p. 48. The whole debate pro and con appears
in Thomas Goodwin's The Grand Debate Concerning Presbitery and Independency
By the Assembly of Divmei'convened at Westminster etc,(n.p.: 1652), p.l90f£.,
''Reasons of the Dissenting Brethren Concerning The Power That is in Congregations
Having in them a Sufficient ^resbytery for Ordination", (originally published in 1648).
The Minutes, op. cit , p 514, sess. 1054, tell us that the final answer of the As -
sembly to these Reasons was given in on April 19, 1648. "W. M. Hetheringtoa, History
of the Westminster Assembly of Divines (ed. by Robert William son, Edinburgh: "
James GemmelTi"l878, TourlhEdition), p. 206, discusses this debate. For a view¬
point outside the sederunt, cf. Thomas Hooker's A Survey of the Summe of Church-
Discipline etc. (London: 1648), p.38ff-, chap. H,^TWTTerein~tEe~nature. of Crdinatlon
Is discussed", Part II; et Richard Baxter's Church Concord: etc. (London: 1691),
p.23ff , chap. VI, number 4 "Power of Ordination. . . in a particular Church."
1 ^Cited from the anonymous tract, Christ on his Throne, or, Christ3 Church-
govemment briefly laid downe; etc (n.p. 1640), p. 69- Such "consociation" among
churchea was fully IrTaccorcTwith Thomas Cartwright's A Directory of Church-gov¬
ernment Drawn up and Used by the Elizabethan Presbyterians (London? James Nis-
bet & Co. , 1872, reprinted in fac-simile from the edition of 1644), unpaged: "let the
Minister be examined not onely by one Eldership, but also by some greater meet¬
ing and assembly. "
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Poole, op. cit. , p. 136.
13£jooker, op. cit. , "The Preface", unpaged. Once again, the Independent view
parallelled Cartwright's, Cf his Directory, op. cit. , unpaged: "The party to be call¬
ed must first be elected, then he is to be ordained to that charge whe re unto he is
chosen, by the prayers of that Church whereunto he is to be admitted. " In the As,
sembiy, there was a division and a dilemma among the Presbyterians. Stephen
Marshall, along with the Independents, took the view that election was necessary to
ordination. Vide Gillespie, Notes, op. cit. , p. 44, March 19. 1644. And if election
precedes ordination, then there must be a charge for every man before he can be
ordained to it as a result of such an election. This was the view of Thomas Goodwin.
Vide Lightfoot's Journal, op- cit. , p. 228, March 20, 1644. But there were several
Presbyterians , also, who wanted a designated charge as a prerequisite for ordination
and this posed their difficulty. Calamy saw the trap clearly, that if a man had to
have a previous charge (i e. elected to it prior to ordination) then his call would
be limited to that place, thereby destroying one of the basic ideas of Presbyterian ism,
that, a Presbyter is an officer to all the churches in the world and not only to the
one from which he comes. Ibid. , p. 227. Gf. Poole, op cit. , p.116, for another
mention of the election, prior to ordination matter. Presbyterians, who insisted on a
specific charge before ordination found that they were well on the xoad to an outright
Congregational concept of the ministry.
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In his A Dissuasive from the Errours of the Time (London: 1646), p. 186,
134 The Due Eight of Presbyteries etc. (London: 1644), p. 186.
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135"ja ta® forefront was Thomas Goodwin., Lightfoot*s Journal, op, cit., p,103,
Jan. 4, 1644, records one of Goodwin's expositions of Titus 1:6 in tSe^deoate ove r
the question of the apostles having the power to ordain apart from the church's
.election- This exegesis is the more remarkable, because Goodwin, does not emote
any outside authorities to support his position. Vide supra on the use of external
authority. Independents opposed anything that resembled apostolic succession, but
Presbyterians felt 'that Presbyters were "new apostles" instituted by God to ordain
by the layirsg ©n of hands. Cf. Hetherington, op, cit. p.l67, et Rutherford, op. cit.,
p. 205£„ That, the Independents were successful inTiEiir campaign is also evidehTby'
the fact that even George Gillespie joined with Goodwin, Nye et al. in opposition to
one proposition which fit is presumed) did not give the people any rights at all in
ordin&tian. Vide Lighfcfoot's Journal, op. cii., p. 196, Jan. 8, 1644. A few days later,
Seaman suggested that the InHependeatsbe made into a committee to report on or-
dinatioa. Ibid., n.114, Jan. 17th, 1644. The committee report was made bv Philip
Nye, on Jan .""10, 1644 loc. cit. but the text sounds as though Goodwin wrote it.
Lightfoot, op. cit., p. 115, describes the report as "to obscure", and "ambiguous".
The peremptory rejection of the Independent proposals on ordination was indicative
of Westminster Presbyterian prejudice, which eventually prompted the realease of
A Copy of Remonstrance Lately Delivered in to the Assembly By Thomas Goodwin
etc, ~ fLoudnSTl&S). CIT -p7~4T"NiverthelassfKTs report evidently faumTlioiMts inter -
ested ears. Even. George Gillespie, An Assertion ©£ the Government of the Church
of Scotland (Edinburgh: 1641), p. 133, was virfuaHy the same'" as the Independent report
fSrie yeaxsTater. Gillespie admitted that a presbytery only had the right to set a
"Seale and Testimony" on the candidate by the laying on of hands.. .not a power to
convey as such (that comes from God). The Westminster Independents made such a
success of their campaign, in fact, that on April 4, 1644, Palmer said he was now
willing to accommodate them and. would have, except that Lightfoot and a few others
opposed it. Vide the latter*s Journal, op. cit., p. 241.
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On Nov, 20, 1643, a petition was received in the Assembly from the Londcn
ministers, requesting among other things, the right of ordination. Lighifoot. ibid. ,
p. 56. In the debate over this the Congregh&Lonalists opposed it because they want¬
ed no precedent established* The argument briefly was this: whether they were going
to ordain because they were a presbytery, or whether they were a Presbytery, be¬
cause they were going to ordain• Either way, Independency was doomed. Ibid, p.124,
Jan. 27, 1644. Charles Herle suggested that the ministers be given the right to or¬
dain jure fraternitatis (not jure divino). Selden spoke of the "conveniency" of the
pre sent time to have the power delegated as proposed. Ibid., p. 125. But the Dis¬
senting Brethren felt that to grant such a right would settle the whole point of Pres¬
byterian government. Gillespie moved that freedom of debate be agreed to in all
future discussion.- Ibid.., p.126. Vines proposed that the Independents in a committee
give their suggestions as to how the ministry mightbe supplied* . . .if the London min¬
isters were denied. Loc. cit., Jan. 27th. 1644. And throughout these debates over
the London ministers* request, Thomas Goodwin must have deported himself very
well, because when it came time to frame the proposition, Seaman insisted that Good¬
win, "should state it". Ibid., p.127, Jan.29, 1644. He evidently was recognized for
having the clearest head in" such affairs. Vide ibid., p. 128, et supra, for the interest¬
ing discussion of "divine right" which grew out of this s^uitent in the sederunt.
CHAPTER XI
THE CONCEPT OF THE CHURCH
SECTION A: NATIONAL CHURCHES AND THE CONTROVERSY
The 'Viritan revolution of 1640-1660 was an attempt to define the Church in
terms which would do no violence to any revealed truth In Scripture. Failure to agree
on such a definition, amounted to a failure of Puritanism.. And in this regard, noth¬
ing contributed more to the miscarriage of the Puritan experiment than the Presby¬
terian-Independent controversy; for thjeir respective idea.3 of what constituted the
Church were not only mutually exclusive, but the friction of arguments often pro¬
duced more heat than, the insulation• of love was capable of dissipating.
Excess of Stewart Kings and Laudian prelateb ir-ay have alienated the people
from both, but only a few extremists talked, of a separation of church and state. The
ideal of a National Church was too deeply ingrained in the thinking of the country to
expect any great change in that quarter, even after the Long Parliament had ended
prelacy, imprisoned Laud, and recruited a formidable army in the field against Charles
I. Presbyterians always expected (at the very least) to replace one national establish¬
ment with another. To do anything else was to endanger the peace of the realm:
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A National Church is where all the visible, publike,
religious assemblies of a Nation, being parts of the
Church Catholike, living under one politick, civill Gov¬
ernment, are by the profession of the same faith, and con-
munion in the same worship and Government, united into one
becly Ecciesiastick, or Ecclesiasticall Republicke.*
Sucn were the he pes of the Presbyterian party. None were to be excluded from the
church who were citizens of the state and who were outwardly obedient to the church's
communion. The reasons were two-fold: (1) the state must not be secularized at the
expense of Christianity, and (2) all the people must be under the hearing of the gospel
in order to receive salvation and this is only possible where none are capriciously
excluded from the public worship of God (excepting, of course, scandalous sinners
whose presence brings reproach upon the name of Christ and His Church).
Many Independents were adamantly opposed to these claims. They said that it
was a
vain. . .thing. . .to expect a right Gospel-Reformation in
matters of visible worship throughout the Kingdome, so long
as they remaine under a false, visible, National Church state,
and order of worship. 2
They asked, "What National! worship hath Christ instituted? doth our Birth in the
Nation make us members of the Church?"3 These questions were so "palpably
plaine" tint they are not worthy to be answered. ^
Few, if any, of the most eminent Puritans launched such a devastating attack on
National Churches as did Thomas Goodwin. Christ "doth not take nations, but Select
out of Nations, out of Cities and Tribes, Saints here and there; and formeth them up
into Congregations. God has now altered His method of dealing with Saints. Under
the Old Testament, a whole nation was used to perfect God's plan, but now God
takes only a few saints out of all nations to do the same work. &
We live in a new dispensation and those who would build national churches are
open to several thunderous criticisms. The first is that national churches are model¬
ed after the political government when they ought to be modeled after spiritual ex¬
emplars. "God doth not shape a Spiritual Government, unto the political" because
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"Political Government goes by the bounds of the Soil". To make all who live on a
particular piece of soil to be members of the Church presupposes an ecclesiastical
government that is of the earth earthy. ^ Christes kingdom is not of this vorld and
its government must not be conformed to the -world, but transformed by the Spirit.
Furthermore, national churches profane the Lord's table by allowing both
Christian and non-Christian to sit and partake.® The seals of the covenant must be
guarded from unbelievers .lost Christ be mocked and the Church compromised.
Since only saints are fit to sit at the Lord's table, and since many in a kingdom, are
not saints, it follows that a great disservice is done by national churches when they
celebrate communion unworthily.
Baptism, too, is profaned by national churches. Only the children of godly par¬
ents are eligible for Christian baptism; children of ungodly parents should not receive
9
the sacrament. National churches, he implies, use the rite of infant baptism for
selfish and uaspiritual ends. • .i.e. for political expediency and for national unity.
Goodwki would guard both sacraments against carnal infringements which tend to
utilize them as tools of the state.
And if these reasons are not sufficient, Goodwin had yet another broadside by
which he hoped to sink the ship of national establishments. His final argument is that
national churches are based on a false notion of peace and unity which is both carnal
and impotent:
they pretend that their design is to procure peace in the
C-huxches, as if the only u-ay to peace {which they take for
granted too) were to impose the more common and generally
prevailing Opinions concerning Faith, and Worship, upon
others who do cussent;^®
The Presbyterians would buy uniformity at the exorbitant price of mixing carnality
and spirituality. They wculd bring the world into the Church in order to have
ecclesiastical peace:
And now what then is the Quarrel between their Dissenting
Brethren, and them? Their Dissenting Brethren say, We love
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you, and are very desirous to joyn with yon in. the Ordinances
of God, but you joyn herein with the World, which we cannot do.
Upon this they cry out upon us as Schisroaticks; what a terrible
thing is this? They make up a Party in the World of those who
have only a Form of Godliness, contrary to the Rule which enjoyns
us to turn away from such, 2 Tim. 3.5. And contrary to the Rule
of loving all the Saints, they exclude a great many who cannot
unite in the Laxness of their Discipline, and act oppositely to the
Law of bearing the burdens of such, and act thus in matters too,
wherein they cannot convince them that they are wrong.
Separation, therefore, was on the basis of love. If the Presbyterians insisted on a
National establishment with uniformity of worship, then they were guilty of lack of
love in not granting tolerance to brethren who scrupied mixing with the world to the
detrimentof holiness and purity of churches and worship. By such means, they might
achieve a measure of outward peace, but the price was too great:
it is no wonder if the World, be at peace with them. For if
they will own them, and their Children, and admit them to their
Sacraments, they have in Religious respects what they did desire,
and for other things of Religion they are not much inquisitive; for so
they have but a Religion, they are not apt to be scrupulous in things
of that nature, and so they are at peace. But what is the peace which
they have with these? It is but a dull pedce, such as Some hath
amongst her Children, who go by an Implicit Faith, insomuch as there
is little Religion, and little Enquiry about it among them. But a man
whose mind God hath enlightened and who knows Jesus Christ to the
purpose of Salvation, is an inquisitive creature, and must be satisfied,
and it is his burden if he is not, and this burden they ought to bear. But
they graiifie the World rather to make up an Interest with them, that
so they may have peace. 12
The Church militant must prevail, but not at. the cost of compromise, surrender, or
carnal methods of varfare. The world and the Church are two separate entities and
National churches com use them so that the lott-€T is weakened and impotent to
battle with the -former as the Scriptures indicate is necessary.
Even if all the foregoing were not true, there are still not enough saintu in Eng¬
land to make a national church. And it is inconceivable that unbelievers should dom¬
inate the Lord's house:
Now the c ondition of those that are Saints (which are only fit
to be Members of Churches) is to be scattered up and down,
and to be few; for they are Redeemed out of Nations: There are
few Cities in England will afford more Saints, than will make
one Church, but London. So as the reason, why, that under the
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GospeL there is act this National Government for Churches,
is because a Nation comes not up to Christ's terms, and if it
should, there are other respects that make the alteration; for
it was fit that the Body of the Saints, the People, should have
iirfcerest of presence,and of & virtual concurrence, and of
edification; yea of suffrage in the government. It was for the
Honour of the Saints. - .that it should be so. . .13
Since there were few real saints in the country, their rights must be protected.
And in national churches, the genuine saints are either deprived of their preroga¬
tives through diffusion in ever widening representative assemblies (i.e. in Presby-
terianism) or else they are outvoted by those whose secnnd birth is in question. The
honor of "the people"^ must .always be scrupulously guarded against the intrusions
cf non-believers.
There is one curious omission in Thomas Goodwin's prolonged attack on national
churches. He nowhere mentions the fact that national churches and persecution have
often gone hand in hand. Whatever Goodwin's motives in this oversight, Roger
Williams had no such scruples. National Churches can only produce "Hypocritets"
under fear of persecution "and sooner or later, the kindling of the devouring flames
of Civil! Warres, as all Ages testify.
Another writer who connects persecution with National Churches ie Louis Du
Moulin: national establishments, are
always grounded upon humane principles, cruel, and barbarous, as
to constrain, to persecute, and even to burn, those who in matter of
Religion do not embrace that of the Ecclesiastical State, or of the
Magistrate that establishes it, and do not co-.ifo.rm to all the practices
that he appoints and commands. 18
The debate over national churches presented certain problems of exegesis which
proved most difficult to resolve. Not the least of these was the relation between the
Old and New Testaments. Independents claimed that the pages of the New Testament
were silent about national establishments: we cannot finds in all the New Testament
any the 'east footsteps of such a Church.1"
Thomas Goodwin said that the burden of proof was on anyone who would attempt
to prove national churches in the New Testament. "This remaineth first to be proved, "
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he said, "that Jesus Christ hath ir ade National Churches under the New Testa-
20
ment, to be politick Bodies" Sardonically, he adds, that "it were strange that
that Form d-e. National Church structure should be erected by Christ, that the
Apostles lived not to see. Goodwin's most telling argument against National
Churches, therefore, was the fact of their absence from the pages of the New Test
am-: at.
If in his Providence he foresaw that Nations, being turned
to him, should have an answerable Government as the Jews had,
he would have given Rules answerable.
Thus , the Presbyterians were placed squarely on the prongs of a dilemma. If Jesus
did not want National Churches (and He admittedly did not mention them in the New
Testament), then Presbyterians were adding to the Word of God by establishing them.
But if, on the other hand, Jesus intended that National Ghurches should eventually
come into being, then Presbyterians slander His character in tacitly admitting that
He did not foresee events and did not remember to give adequate instructions for
their development. The choice before the Presbyterians was either to add to the New
Testament Revelation or to oppugn Christ. Either would have been repulsive to &
Puritan.
The relentless logic of Independents, such as Goodwin, forced the Presbyter¬
ians to flee into the pages of the Old Testament to prove their polity, for it was the
only part of the Scripture now open to them. They set out to prove their polity by an
analogy with the Jewish nation Their retreat was soon cut. off by Congregational
forces lying in wait, ready to harrass the enemy in. hi s flight:
National Churches are a mixed multitude, consisting for the
greatest part of prophaae persons, being as a confused lump,
whereof there are nine parts of leaven to one of pure flowre,
so as the whole is miserably soured, and the flowre made alto¬
gether unsavoury: But that of the Jewes, in its naturall and ex¬
ternal! constitution, was all holy, an holy Nation, a Royall
Priesthood, a peculiar People, all th congregation holy, every
one of them: So as in no one particular, doe your National1
Churches hold oarallell with that of the Jewes, no not in the
last resemblance-, 23
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Some of the Independents went so far as to deny any national churches in either the
Old. or the New Testaments. Most Independents admitted, however, that there v. as
a national church in the Old Testament Jewish economy. ^
In presenting an exposition of Matthew 18, Thomas Goodwin distinguishes be¬
tween "the legal, way of a National Church, or of a Synedrim, or of going up to one
Temple" and the way of "Synagogues" or choosing "churches out of Nations", Christ
took the latter and "did not hold to one National Church of the Jews; . .we read of
Churches in Judea itself, and not Church, Gal. 1.22 "26 Furthermore, the
Instance of the Jewish Church, will rather serve for the proof
of an universal Church, than for any evidence, that there should
be as many churches, as there be Nations. When the Jews did
turn Christians, they were the same Nation; yet the Apostles do
no where Write to thern as a National Church: They Write not to
the Church of Judea, but to the Churches. 27
A dispensations! attitude accounts for the rejection of the argument that national
churches are justified by the example of the Old Testament Jewish Church. Roger
Williams's dictum that "such as hold a National Church of God must needs disclaim
Christ and follow Moses, "28 was indicative of the general position. National estab¬
lishments dishonored Christ, enthroned an outmoded economy, and seriously en¬
dangered the spiritual opportunities of the true people of God.
Under the force of Independent apologetic, some Presbyterians gave way. Samuel
Rutherford, who drew most of his Presbyterial proof texts from the Old Testament
and was therefore particularly susceptible to the impact of dispensations! exegesis,
finally had to admit that "a National Church is taken in another sense now" than in the
days of the Jewish economy. Lengthy and capricious explanation® now had to be
relied upon to deliver Presbyterian defenders from the predicament in which their
Old Testament analogical applications of Scripture had placed them. Sven Apollonius
succumbed: "We deny indeed that there can be any such Typicall. .Church now under
the New Testament, as the Jewish Church was. "30 By withdrawing so far from the
original Presbyterian position, the Middleburgh minister was cutting off the first argu¬
ment of ninety percent of Presbyterian writers. ^
219
There were only two ways of escaping the inexorable pursuit of Independent
apologetic; either to resort to the Old Testament and the analogy of the Jewish Church,
or else to pose some sort of developmental theory of church polity. It was the latter
which William Prinne espoused. National Churches are not in the New Testament, it
is true, but that does not mean they could not be built: "Christ with his Apostles cer¬
tainly knew et predicted there should be National convertions, Churches after their
dayes. Prinne ridiculed Independents, because they did not think that the Church
should ever grow up to maturity:
Every man in his Infancy is borne destitute of Religion, of the
use of speech, reason, understanding, faith, legs, etc. Ergo,
he ought to continue so when he is growne a man. Yet this is
the xnaine Argument of soma Independents. 33
The remarkable feature of Primus's position is that he freely admitted that the Church
in the Apostle's time "was not National" because it was still in "her primitive infant
condition. To Thomas Goodwin and other Independents, this amounted to a re-
pudiatian of the revealed will of God in Scripture and the substitution of a dangerous
rule of hormeneutics which would allow almost any kind of development. A literal in¬
terpretation of the New Testament polity was far safer, and more apt to reveal
God's, intention.
SECTION B: NATIONAL CHURCHES AND CONGREGATIONALI5T INCONSISTENCY
Allegations that a "gathered church" concept of polity is necessarily inconsist¬
ent with National Churches were denied by the examples set by many of the seventeenth
century leaders of Independency.
In spite of the opinions already expressed on both sides of the controversy over
national churches, Independent doctrine soon surrendered to the attraction of a
National Church. Douglas Nobbs has pointed out that Philip Nye "was the representa¬
tive of a school of thought which recognized that Independency was not inconsistent
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with a national church and a godly magistrate. "35 Nye is described as an original
thinker on ecclesiastieo-political problembut radically different from Milton. ^
His position is that a national church is primarily designed for preaching and should
be cared for by the king. 36 there is a second kind of church which is called a
Gospel church and is designed for believers The two are not the same but have
different functions. It is lawful to attend both "46 "The state church was the organiza¬
tion of the nation in relation to God, and was God's gift to man in his natural con¬
dition, though not Christ's legacy to man in a state of grace. "41
Philip Nye was not the only Congregationalist to puzzle over these questions.
They were also mooted by Thomas Goodwin, who finally had to modify his think¬
ing in order to distinguish between a national church where all the citizens were ipso
facto members of the Body of Christ and a "gathered church" sponsored by the govern¬
ment. Under Cromwell, it was expedient to have such explanations ready to hand.
In the 1630's, several of the Independent leaders left England and fled to Holland
to escape the Laudian prelates. While there, they displayed very little antipathy to
accepting certain privileges from the national government. They were allowed the
use of church bells to call the people to worship, which was a privilege enjoyed only
by the National Church. 42 Several English churches in Holland were given houses
for the use of the ministers. 43 The two- co-pastors at Arnheiro, Thomas Goodwin
and Philip Nye, were given the use of one of the local churches and allowed a public
allowance. 44 Goodwin was never averse to taking public money from the government
for his ministry, even though he depreTcated compulsory tithing. 45 Eater, in the
late 1650's, he even pulled political strings in order to secure a stipend from
sequestered estates in Ireland, so that he could retire from teaching at Oxford and
write book s.
An interesting event showing the Independent attitude to public support was the
sending of a letter in August, 1655, to various Presbyterian and Independent minis¬
ter's by Henry Scobeli, Clerk of the Council of State under Cromwell. The purpose of
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this letter was to determine if the ministers required any augmentation of their
income?.. No questions seem to have been raised by any of the Independents on the
list concerning the receiving of government funds. William Bridge reported that he
was receiving 1100 a year from the State in his position at Great Yarmouth. 46
By the late l6506s, many Presbyterians in Parliament were even willing to accept
the Moderate Independents and some Baptists into a National Church scheme because
there seemed to be so little reluctance on their part to abhor state support for
47
religion.
But the Independent leaders did not really change their views over a period of
years. As early as 1643, Adam Steuartaccused them of teaching one thing and
practising another. "Here in England. . . some of you have some Benefices, " he
charged. If thi s were true in 1643, it was more true in a fe w more years when
almost every Independent leader of note was accepting positions in Cromwell's Es¬
tablishment. Thomas Goodwin became President of Magdalen, Oxford; John Owen,
Dean of Christ Church and Vice-Chancellor of Oxford; Philip Nye, rector of St.
Bartholomew's in Condon; Joseph Caryl, rector of St. Mary Magna.3: William Green-
hill, incumbent of Stepney; William Bridge, lecturer at Yarmouth; and John ^owe,
parish minister at Torrington, afterwards chaplain, to Cromwell.
The conclusion from all this is not commendatory to the high spiritual motives
which prompted the Independent attacks against Presbyterian notions of a national
church. In many respects, the latter were les3 reprehensible. At least they did not
expect those who were unbelievers to support the gathered churches of believers.
They gave the people something for their money but Independents who accepted public
money for Congregational churches can hardly be excused under any kind of apology.
SECTION C: BAPTISM IN THE PRESBYTERIAN-INDEPENDENT CONTROVERSY
The seventeenth century was not only a century of controversy over church
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memberships but it was also a peculiarly significant period of theological conflict
over baptism. The membership controversy naturally brought to the fore the ques¬
tion of infant baptism. Independents found that they needed a new concept of infant
baptism if they were not going to accept the Presbyterian doctrine of the church
multitudinous, national, and mixed. The Westminster Confession of Faith had not only
said that marriage was "ordained for the mutual help of husband and wife, for the in¬
crease of mankind with a legitimate issue, and of the Church with an holy seed", ^
but it also plainly stated that "the visible Church, .. .consists of all those throughout
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the world that profess the true religion; and of their children. " But Presbyterians
were not the only ones who wanted to include infants in the church. la the West¬
minster Assembly several Presbyterians as well as the Independents were very
reluctant to admit infants as members of the visible church. ^
The whole question of infant membership was brought more to the fore when the
debates on baptism began on July 11th, 1644. ^ Coincident with the beginning of
this debate in the Assembly, Thomas Goodwin seems to have undertaken a public
lecture against the anabaptists, although Independents were already being accused
of having surrendered to the hated "anabaptists".
Furt hermore, in the Assembly, differences developed between the Scots and
English Presbyterians over the position of the font in baptism. The former wanted
it placed close to the pulpit and the latter at the door or wherever the people could
best see it.®^ Also, the question now arose of a confession of faith by the parents
before the child should be baptized. The Scots and Independents generally favored
such a confession, but there was much debate. ^
On September 30th, 1644, Thomas Goodwin raised much confusion in the
Assembly when the question of circumcision in relation to baptism was broached.
From the debate, it would appear that he felt acext&in tension between infant
CO
baptism as held by Independents and the full Presbyterian position.
Some of the Independents showed in the debates that they were close to the ana-
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baptist 'dew of baptism. Philip Nye was further left than Thomas Goodwin and
practically championed believer's baptism: "We have no instances in Scripture, ex¬
cept of adnltl baptised, and, after those examples, adulti ought to profess when they
come to be baptised. It is evident too, that the Independents in the Assembly,
were making headway because Seaman seemed to agree with Nye: "This may ensnare
us, that there shall be no bar to keep back any man's child, but whosoever will,
must have his child baptised. The day following, Gibson agreed tint a confession
of faith by the parents should be required before baptism was administered to any
children: "Neither the jailor nor any of his family were baptised till he had made a
A?confession of his faith. n%3£c The vote on this confession was close, but was carried
in the affirmative. 28-16. ^
The fact that several of the Independent leaders in the Assembly had spoken of
infant baptism in terms which sounded "anabaptistical" probably accounts for the fact
that not one Independent was appointed to the committee to deal with the Baptist,
Tombes, and his heresy of anti-pedobaptism. ^
This theory is supported by a letter from Robert Baillie to Ms cousin, William
Spang, dated January 20th, 1646 (?), in which the Scot relates how Thomas Goodwin,
in the sub-committee on Accommodation, had
declared publickie, that he cannot refuse to " members,
nor censure when members, any for Anabaptisme, JLuteranisme,
or any errors, which are not fundamental!, and maintaine against
knowledge! according to their principle in the Apologetick. 65
Such extreme tolerance could only alienate Presbyterians who felt that anabaptists
were among the very worst heretics.
Goodwin did not endear himself to the Westminster Assembly Presbyte rians in
the dispute over baptism. He was not appointed to the committee "to consider what
children are to be baptised. Several of his fellow independents in the Assembly
were appointed, such as Jeremiah Burroughs, Woodcocke, and Garrill, but the name
of Thomas Goodwin is strangely missing. The implication is that Goodwin1 s series of
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lectures against the baptists as well as his outspoken views in the Assembly
(which Baillie claimed favored the anti-pedobaptists instead of refuting them), had
caused the Presbyterians to mistrust his sympathies regarding a/aabaptism in general.
The principal issue dividing the Presbyterians from the Independents over the
matter of baptism, was that Independents generally refused to baptize any infants,
excepting the children of their own members. Presbyterians, on the other hand,
would have baptized all infants regardless of the church status of the parents.
Perhaps, in no other way did Thomas Goodwin depart more afield from his In¬
dependent brethren thanin the matter of baptism. As we have already seen, most
Congreg&tionalists refused to baptize any infants excepting those whose parents were
members of their particular church. Such a procedure was based on the assumption
that the ordinance or sacrament of baptism had been given to the local church to
"guard" from indiscretion in its administration.. The main departure of Goodwin from
his brethren was in his assertion that baptism was to be distinguished from the Lord's
Supper by the fact that the former was given to the universal church whereas the latter
was entrusted to particular churches. ^9 "The apparent difference that is between
Baptism and the Lord's Supper in their several intentions, doth shew that the one is
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properly the Ordinance of a particular Church and the other of the Universal. "
He made baptism a personal matter of an individual's relationship with Christ, but
the lord's Supper, he insisted, was a public communal act. The reason which prompt¬
ed Goodwin to take this view of baptism was based on Acts 8.
there may be some Acts of Ministry; which are properly belonging
to the Church Universal, as Universal, and such Acts we judge
preaching, and Baptizing to be; and therefore we read, that Baptism
was dime both out of a Church Relation, and without the presence of a
Church, as the Baptizing of the Eunuch by Philip. But so.. .the Lord's
Supper is not; Baptism we rather take to be an Ordinance of the Church
Universal. 7*
SECTION D: THE PROBLEM OF MEMBERSHIP IN PARTICULAR CHURCHES
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Basic to all thinking about the Church was the matter of membership and on
the definition of this word hinged the fundamental forces working either for a Pres¬
byterian National Church or an Independent gathered church.
Inherent within the Puritan mind was an exalted idea of sincerity of religion and
a corresponding disapprobation of hypocrisy?^ A Puritan believed that a man's faith
should manifest itself in visible signs.
Albeit that these Good works, which are the fruits of faith and
follow after justification, cannot put away our sins, and ertdure
the severity of God's judgments yet are they not withstanding their
imperfections in the sight of God j pleasing and acceptable unto Hbn,
in [and for. I Christ, and do spring necessarily out of a true and lively
faith, insomuch that by them a lively, faith may be evidently "known,
as a tree discerned by its fruit; s [ .
Independents, more than Presbyterians, applied this belief to their concept of the
Church. Both parties agreed that membership of the invisible church was confined to
those truly regenerate, and both agreed (generally speaking) that membership of par¬
ticular visible churches should be confined to those who were ipso facto members
of the church catholic. But the difference between Presbyterians and Independents
was not so much in theory as in practice. The latter "assumed that a subjective ex¬
perience | i.e. of salvation can be detected by objective tests. "74
Whereas Presbyterians were content to admit all who professed Christ and to
require very little evidence of true faith, Congregationalists emphasized the doctrine
of true faith manifesting itself in visible signs. Thomas Weld described the manner
in which a new member was brought into church fellowship in New England: "The Church
to whom he is commended, if they know not the person, make trial! of him... .before
they admit him, "75 but he goes on to admit that "Churches may erre in persons as well
as doctrines. It was this fear of making a mistake in discerning a man's faith
which prompted the Presbyterian reluctance to refuse any man who made a profession
of faith. Nevertheless, Independents felt that the description of particular churches in
the New Testament presupposed them to be composed of only the regenerate and they
believed that to be content with anything el&e amounted to gross sin.
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Others may take a broader way* if they please; wee dare not.
The Church and body is aofc of so slight account with us, as that
we should carelesly and promiscuously admit of every one that
offer themselves, without some triall of them, both for the Churches
satisfaction and for the account shee must make to Jesus Christ. 7?
The application of various tests to profession of faith in order to determine its
genuineness was rarely'extended into the realm of infallibility of judgment by moder¬
ate Independents. They knew that men were sinful and subject to human error and
would have been the last to claim that some do not find their way into even the best of
churches who are not truly regenerate. This made no difference. God's Word indicated
that the standard of church membership in the Hew Testament was nothing less than
saving faith; anything else would be a lowering of that standard. It must be striven
after even if unattainable. In admitting members into particular churches, the people
in Judging are, and may be often deceived; hence de facto it
comes to pass, that in great Congregations there may be some
found that proved Hypocrites. But still though these Saints may
be deceived in the application of the Rule; yet they are to hold
fast the Rule it self, that Saints only are fit matter for a Church,
and that such only are to he admitted (tip they who have the power
of receiving them are often mistaken. *®
The goal of regenerate membership might be impossible to attain, but to the Independ¬
ents, that was no reason to abandon the attempt. The holiness and purity of the church
universal was too great a thing to be taken lightly, especially when the particular
visible churches were supposed to be pictures of an invisible reality.
The importance of this controversy over church membership can hardly be ex¬
aggerated in discussing the differences between Presbyterians and Independents.
Robert Baiilie, one of the Scottish commissioners in London at the Westminster
Assembly, was in a peculiarly advantageous position to ascertain the real points of
issue between the two parties. And in a letter to his cousin Spang, dated July 5,1644,
he wrote asking for assistance from other reformed churches abroad;
The chief point we wish were proven,s» the real authoritie,
power, and jurisdiction of Synods and Classical Presbyteries
over any the members, or the whole of a particular congregation;
also the right of ordiaarie professors to the sacrament, though
they can give no certaine or satifactorie, signce of reall regenera¬
tion. These two are the main heads.®®
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Baillie considered the two most important issues between Presbyterians and In¬
dependents to be subordination of synods and regenerate church membership. Another
testimony to the importance of this question of church membership is that of Apollon-
ius of Middleburgh whose book of seven chapters begins with one "Of the Qualifica-
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tion of Church-members." It is plain that he considered this question to be more
important than any other in the controversy. The Apologeticall Narration of the Independ¬
ents said that one of the greatest "controversies of these times is about the qualifica¬
tion. of the Members of Churches, and the promiscuous receiving and mixture of good
82
and bad. " The writers go on to point out that because there is so much argument
83about it, they intended to "practise safely" only admitting true saints into their
churches. All churches in the world could not but admit that churches of saints were
true churches.. .even if there were still room for disagreement over the exclusion of
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some borderline believers.
Regenerate church membership was the goal of every Independent apologist and
most of them included a statement to the effect in their definition of the church.
"Visible Saints are the only true and meet matter, whereof a visible Church should
be gathered, asserted Thomas Hooker. John Cotton agreed: "visible Saints...
I are! . .to be the subject matter of churches under the New Testament. Many
of the Congregationalists emphasized the aspect of "visible saints" in their definitions
of membership. ^ Even if the word "visible" was missing, almost all Independent
definitions of local churches referred specifically to true regeneration..
Quest. What is a true Instituted Gospel-Church? Answ. A true-
Instituted Gospel-Church is... a company of Believers united to¬
gether in a holy Band, by special and voluntary agreements who by
the grace and power of Christ in their hearts under the conviction
of their duty, do give up themselves to the Lord, and to one another
by the will of God; to live and walk together as Saints, in love, peace,
and in the constant celebration and practice of all the Laws and wor¬
ship of Christ.
This same writer made it quite clear that "onely regenerate and converted Persons"
were legitimate "materials of a House of God, and that church guides should care¬
fully screen all applicants for membership and admit only those truly saved. ^
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The definition by William Ames undoubtedly influenced many later Independent
writers. Ames emphasized not only the matter of true belief, but also the importance
of a co^/enated and holy people. A "particular Church is a society of believers joyned
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together by a speciall band among themselves. " He maintained that particular
churches were not to be divorced from their part in showing forth to the world a fac¬
simile of the church invisible and catholic.92
It is a society of believers: because that same thing in
profession doth make a church visible, which by its inward and
reall nature doth make a mystical! Church, that is , Faith. But
because true Faith hath holinesse joyned with it, which it doth
effectually worke, Acts 15.9. And so the profession of true faith
cannot be disjoyned from the profession of holinesse, therefore
the Church is promiscuously and in the same sense called, a
society of believers, and of Saints. 93
Congregational writers went to great lengths to prove that only regenerate persons
should be alloaved membership in particular churches. Several of them referred to
church members by the name "living stones". Roger Williams made a resounding
plea for building the church with these 'living stones". ^ Since there were few people
in either England or Scotland who were 'living stones", the first duty of Reformers
95is to evangelize. "Although the fame and sound is great of Reformation, we Querie
Whether a dead soule is capable of any Reformation, untill the first principle of
Christianity Repentance (Heb. 6. 6.) be found in him. "9^ What was needed was evangel¬
ism, not organization.
One of the most interesting defenses of regenerate church membership was that
of Henry Burton, who endeavored to prove his contention out of the Roman Catholic
writer, Bellarmine:
Ecclesia praecipue et ex intentioae, fidele s tantum colligit,
qui veram fidem in corHe habent. Cum autem admiscentur aligue
ficti. qui vere non c redunt, id accidit praeter intentionem Ecclesiae
si enim eos nosse posset, nunquam admitteret, aut casu admissos,
continue excluderet. 9?
Thomas Goodwin was not so inclined to proving matters of divinity from appeals
to authors. His proof c* the proposition came from the New Testament:
Here is the qualifications of the Members, a Church of Saints, I
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Cor. 1.2. conformable to which all other Churches were to be, as
to the constitution of their Members also, chap.14. 33. 'As in
all the Churches of the Saints;1 All the Churches consisted of
Saints then, that were visibly such, as this of Corinth also did.
Goodwin insisted thatanregene rate men could not govern, because they were not
joined to Christ.99 Furthermore, unregene rate men could not edify one another with¬
in a fellowship of a church. It was evident, then, that such persons should not be
members of any local church because they could fulfill neither of the two principal
duties of church members.
One of the principal differences between Presbyterians and Independents was the
admitting of unsaved persons into church membership. It was claimed by Independent
writers that their rivals favored a mixed multitude of regenerate and unregene rate,
but the truth is that many Presbyterian apologists were closer to their Independents
brethren than is generally acknowledged. The London Ministers, who represented the
8>lreme right wing of Puritanism, had this surprising statement:
Q. What are the qualifications of persons who constitute the
private members of the visible church?
A. They ought to be true believers in Christ, to have a competent
knowledge of the doctrines of the gospel, to make a sound pro¬
fession of their faith; and to maintain a holy conversation.!^
Independents would not have disagreed with this had the Presbyterians put into practice
the theory so clearly set forth. Richard Baxter was no less explicit: "The Independent
say that the Members of the Church must be visible Saints. The Presbyterians deny
it not. "102
Robert Baillie, too, admitted that in theory, he agreed with the Independents:
We grant it is earnestly to be wished, and all lawful! mean.es
would diligently bee used both by Pastors and people, to have
all the members of a Church -most holy and gracious, and what
ever lawful! overture our Brethren can invent for this end, we
with all our heart will imbrace it, or else be content to beare much
blame, 103
Baillie's statement is not really to the point. It fails to state whether ox not these
people are to become "holy and gracious" before or after they become members of the
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church. If before, thenit agreed with Congregational statements; but if after, then
it could hardly fulfill the prerequisite of regenerate church membership.
In the Westminster Assembly there seem to have been same Presbyterians whose
views on Church membership parallelled those of the Dissenting Brethren. On
April 2, 1644, Wilkinson reportedly stated .in a debate, that
If the particular churches consist of a mixed company, then are
they not true churches; for the true church is separate from the
world; called out of this mixture; redeemed from among men; and
first fruits to Christ.104
This was very strong language, if understood in its most obvious interpretation, and
would have seriously handicapped any idea of a national church had it been adopted.
But from the context of the discussion, it becomes evident that Wilkinson had conflated
the properties of the visible and invisible churches and virtually identified the two.
The value of hie statement lies only in proving that ^resbyterians would have liked
regenerate church memberhip as much as their Independent brethren, had they deem¬
ed it pos sible.
The difficulty in assessing Presbyterian statements concerning a desired re¬
generate church membership is in determining whether the respective writer has
adequately distinguished between the visible and invisible churches or whether he
has superimposed the one onto the other. For instance, one of the strongest state¬
ments made during the period insofar as regenerate membership is concerned, was
made by the London ministers:
Quest. What persons have a right, in the sight of God to be actual
members of the church of Christ?
Ans. Only regenerated and converted persona, such as are married to,
and have put on Christ: 105a
Such a statement would have pleased any Independent had it been made about particular
visible churches as well as the mystical Body of Christ, but the London ministers
were only speaking of the latter.
Contrary to the idealistic motives of the previously mentioned Presbyterian
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writers, the Westminster Confession of Faith unashamedly stated that nthe purest
10ft
Churches under heaven are subject both to mixture and error." " And although.
Independents would have admitted that this was true, they would have refused to
surrender their attempt to rectify such conditions. Most Presbyterians, on the other
hand, looked upon church membership more pessimistically than did the Independ¬
ents. The possibility of deceit, was so great that it could never be totally eradicated,
and they refused to draw the lines of membership so narrow as did their Congrega¬
tional rivals. "The visible Church which Christ instituted in the Gospel is not form¬
ally a company of believers meeting for publick edification, by common and joynt con-
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sent, " maintained Samuel Rutherford.
There was too much danger of hypocrites -slipping in unawares.
The Church may lawfully adde to the Church visible, such
as God addeth not to the Church invisible.. .and the Church
may lawfully cast out of the visible Church, such as Christ
hath not cast out of the invisible Church.
The thought which plagued many Presbyterians was the possibility of churches
acting in error and excluding some who ought not bbe -excluded not of admitting some
who ought not to be admitted. The presence of hypocrites in particular' churches did
not plague the Presbyterians' mind so much as it did the Independents who tried every
means to exclude them. Presbyterians felt that to do so might exclude some real
believers. Consequently, a sharp distinction between the requirements for member¬
ship in the universal mystical church and for membership in the particular visible
church had to be posed.
Understood rightly the true difference between the Mystical
and the Visible church, is the qualification oi~ their Members;
and do not confound them, as if it were the same persons only,
that must be members of both.
Independents would have agreed with Baxter's delineation provided the words "must
be" might be changed to "should be, " and provided that a determined effort was made
to secure the fulfillment of the stipulation . But Baxter, again, was convinced that it
was absolutely impossible to eliminate hypocrites from the visible church: it was use-
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less to try:
The Mystical Church indeed hath none but true Saints. But
the visible Church confaiaeth multitudes of Hypocrites; who
profess themselves to be what they are not:... God would have
no Hypocrites cast out, but those who bewray their hypocrisie
by impenitency in proved Heresie or gross sin. HO
And to bolster bis argument, the author goes on to point out that hypocrites have been
found in visible churches ever since the beginning of time. Cain was in the first
church of Adam; Ham in Noah's Church; Lot's son-in-law in Lot's church, in Sodom;
Ishmael in Abraham's church; and Esau was in Isaac's church.HI
There are at least four possible explanations for the Presbyterian iaclusivist
polity. The first we have ad ready disposed of. H2 jt was the difficulty involved in
determining infallibly {or nearly so) whether or not a person's faith were genuine.
Puritans agreed that faith is known by its fruits, but Presbyterians showed a certain
reluctance to apply this rule in questions of church membership.
The second possible reason for inciusivism lay in the depth of Christian love.
Presbyterians sought to extend the gates of eternal life as wide as possible. It was not
universalism which would have been atheism to a Caivinistic Puritan, but represented
a tendency to interpret John 3:16 in terms of church membership. They felt that In¬
dependents were too narrow, too exclusive, and too unevangelistic. Thomas Edwards
expressed the feeling very well: "a man had better receive some of whom there may
be some doubt and feare, then discourage and refuse any of Christs little ones. 113
To "unchurch" people was unchristian, and Independents were guilty of this crime.
"We must not break the bruised Reed, " warned Richard Baxter, "nor reject the least
of the Lambs of Christ, but receive them that are weak in the Faith, and not of our
own Heads reject any persons Profession as Incredible, without sufficient Reasons for
such a judgment of it. Again., Baxter confessed that he did not favor "narrowing
the Church more than Christ himself ailoweth us, nor for robbing him of any of his
flock. "H5 Since the Church was the means of spreading the gospel, and since the
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only means of people's being regenerated was in their hearing the preaching of the
Word, then it was unevangelistic to exclude any from the Church who otherwise might
repent and be born again. In 1661, Samuel Rutherford wrote to his brethren in
Aberdeen, saying,
If ye exclude all non-converts from the visible city of God
. .. shall they not be left to the lions and wild beasts of the
forest, even to Jesuits, seminary-priests, and other seducers?
We look upon this visible church, though black and spotted, as
the hospital and guest-house of sick, halt, maimed, and withered
over which Christ is Lord, Physician, and Master: and we
would wait upon those that are not yet in Christ, as our Lord
waited upon us and you both.
The third possible explanation for Presbyterian inclusivism was their exposition
of the parables in Mitthew 13. By equating the kingdom of heaven and the visible
church, it was concluded that mixed membership was allowable and indeed irnposi ble
to remedy until the angeiic harvest at the end of the age. The London Ministers asked:
Is not the visible church of Christ a mixed body of sound
and unsound members, of fruitful and barren branches, of
tares and wheat, or good and bad, of sincere believers and
hypocrites, of sheep and goats etc. now as well as it was then?
Robert Baillie defined a particular church as being
an heterogeneous body, the parts of it are very dissimilar,
some chaffe, some corne, some wheat, some tares; a net
of fishes good and bad; a House wherein are Vessels of honour
and dishonour, a fold of sheep and goats, a tree of green and
withered branches, a table of guests, some with, some without
a wedding garment.
And Samuel Rutherford asserted that because "the visible Church is in the field of
the world", the members of it are not "effectually called, justified, and sanctified. "*20
The visible church is the kingdom; of heaven in Matthew 13:
If the visible Church planted and constituted lawfully be a draw-
net, wherein are fishes of all sorts; and a house wherein are
vessels of silver and gold; and also base vessels of brasse and
wood; and a barne-floor wherein are wheat and a chaffe; then a
Church is rightly constituted; howbeit there be in it beleevers and
unbeleevers, and hypocrites, as members thereof: And there is
no more required to make members of the Church visible as
visible, but that they be within the net, hearers of the word,
within the house as vessels of brasse,
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within the barne-,vals as chaffe, in likenesse and appearance
like wheat. 121
The St. Andrews' professor would make only one qualification for membership in
the visible church, "hearing the Word";122 Independents would have insisted on
some visible response to the Word before offering membership. Thus the two
parties emphasized two different aspects of the same question. Both wanted to evan¬
gelize the people, but one wished to incorporate the people into particular churches
first in order to better be evangelized; the other wished the testimony of a holy visible
church to evangelize people even though they were not allowed membership. Motives
were the same; the methods distinguished.
A fourth possible reason for Presbyterian inclusivism was the clarion call for
unity. Presbyterians resented Independent refusals to join with churches of unre ~
generate memberships. They complained that the real issue was not so much the
quality of members as it was the separation of brethren. "The true state of the ques¬
tion is, wether it be necessary to separate from a Church, wherein wee get no satis¬
faction of the true grace of every Member at their first admission, " said Robert
Baillie.^3 The most objectionable thing to Baillie was that the Independent doctrine
of separation from unregene rate churches was really a separation*^ from all the
reformed churches, and as we have already seen, this was the kiss ot death
for a Scottish Presbyterian.
There can be little doubt, that if the Independent brethren had not insisted on
separating from other churches over the question of membership, then there would
have been no Presbyterian-Independent controversy. Unity was so important to
Presbyterians that they considered all else subservient. Richard Baxter stated the
case when he wrote: "It is a gross oversight of them that look at nothing but
the Regeneration of the members, as essential to the Church, and takes Unity to be but
a separable Accident. "12# Thomas Goodwin and other Independents would have re-
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tortsd that true unity can only "be accomplished through regenerated souls having
been knitted together by the Holy Spirit. Theirs war; always a spiritual unity, never
a physical uniformity. 126 It was here that Presbyterian apologists were open to their
greatest criticism* for they often confused the two terms.
SUMMARY
Section A & B: The issue of national churches was one of the prime targets of In¬
dependent criticism in the 1640's and Presbyterians were hard pressed to defend their
ideas either from the pages of the New or Old Testament to the mutual agreement of
their ecclesiastical rivals. Later, in the decade following especially, many Congre¬
gational men were compromised in accepting preferments under Cromwell's estab¬
lishment, andmuch of their force of argument against national churches was dissipated
by this ensuing inconsistency.
Section C: In close connection with controversy over national churches and member¬
ship was the issue of baptism. Independents and Presbyterians disagreed over the
proper recipients of the sacrament; the former confining it to the children of godly
parents who were maxr.be,. & of some particular church, the latter extending the
privilege to all the children in the kingdom.
Section D: Of primary importance to the national church argument was the whole
matter of membership. Puritans could not agree on the qualifications fox church
membership and this contributed fuel to the Presbyterian-Independent squabbles.
Congregationalists stood for regenerate membership; Synodical mea for the church
multitudinous and mixed. Both agreed that it would be a great boon to have all members
true saints, but they disagreed on the method of attaining such a goal and Presbyter¬
ians were moved by just as noble motives in their concept as Independents were in
theirs.
This is a very good definition of a national church from a Presbyterian stand¬
point. It'is from Samuel Hudson, The Essence and Unitie of the Church Cathelike
Visible, And the Prioritic there ofln"regard of f^artlcuiar Churches discussed.
(London: 1645), "pTfc. (miCipaged ~2T7~~~ " "
2 * . . ^
William Barlet, I ?■ •'* '1 r'A t > A or a Model of the Primitive Congregational
■way: etc. (London: l64f), "Epistle Dedicatory71, unpaged.
3
Jeremiah Burroughs, Vindication, p. 23, as cited by Berndt Gustafsson, The
Five Dissenting Brethren: A Study On the Dutch Background of Their IndependenHsm
insrdTX. w.K. uTe:^Zp; w55Tr^r: — — * ~~
4
Loc. cit. cf. John Owen, who ■ questioned whether "a National Church. . .in its
I
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best state imaginable, was ever instituted by'Christ, " in Of Sehisme, pp.222, 238,
240, 255£., as cited in Geoffrey F. Nuttall, Visible SaintsTDxford: feasil Black-
well, 1957), p. 64.
5
Thomas Goodwin, Of the Constitution, Order, and Discipline of the Churches
of Christ (Works, l696'edT)7 p. 61, IV. Cf1. "Roger Williams, sQueries of Bighest
TTon side ration proposed to Mr. Tho. Goodwin, et. al. (London: 1644), 6, "Acts ID. 35
... That in eve fyNation tie that feares~God, e~tc. " is not the same as "every nation
that feares God." In this section, where I deal with Gaodwin'3 arguments against
national churches, I have tried to paraphrase his wording for the sake of brevity. I
do not do so tendentiously.
6
Thomas Goodwin, The Great Interest of States and Kingdoms. A Sermon Preach¬
ed at the Late Fast Be£ore":Ehe™Commoni"House of Parliament. Feb. 25, 1645 (Works:
Edinburgh edition of 1861, James Nichol), p.46, XII.
j
Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op. cit., p. 162.
S 9Ibid., p.261, Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, og. cit., p.378.
10ibid., p. 406. nibid., p.405. 12Ibid., p.406. 13 Ibid., p.175.
14
In Thomas Goodwin's writings, the unchristian rabble have no rights of rule
tinder God except they repeat. He was no leveller. The "people" always refer to
"the people who are saints".
1 7
Williams, op. cit., p. 7 It is well worth noting that this tract is addressed to
the Independent leaders as well as to the Scottish Commissioners in London. The
obvious implication is that Roger Williams already suspected Goodwin and the other
moderate Independents of approving of National Churches. , .in spite of literature to
the contrary. It is also a solemn and surprising fact that there was not one debate
(which we have discovered) in the Westminster Assembly over the subject of national
churches. The four great documents of the Assembly are strangely silent about any
such discussion. Lightfoot's Journal, Gillespie's Notes, Baillie's Letters, and the
Minutes record every kind of debate except one about national churches. ~Many cf the
points at issue in the Assembly concerned indirectly the over-all question of an
establishment, but it is still significant that the Independents in the Assembly seem
not to have once suggested that there ought not to be a national church of any kind.
One wonders if the material in Thomas Goodwin's Constitution of Churches was broach¬
ed in the debates or added post eventuni. The lack of corroborating evidence favors the
latter possibility. Subsequent history supports the conclusion that the Independents
never did advocate anything but a modified national church contingent pa their concept
of gathered churches.
^ibid., p.6. ^^ Qne Blow More at Babylon: etc. (London: 1650), p. 6.
^ Q




Henry Burton, AVindication of Churches, commonly called Independents: etc.
(l, endon: 1644), p. 31.
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John Bast vick e.g., in his Independency Examined, XJnmasked, and Refuted
(London: 1656), "Epistle to the Reader, " unpaged, accuses William Dell of numerous
heresies recently preached by him to the army. The second mentioned heresy is that
Dell has denied a national church in both the Old and the New Testaments. Even if this
were a true summary of Dell's position, it would not be accurate to attribute such ea-
trernes to Independency as-a whole.
^ ^fde e.g. Richard Sibbes, A Breathing After God, p.91, "The Church of the
Jewes was a National Church, there was but one Places and one Tabernacle, but now
God hath erected particular Tabernacles, every particular Church and Congregation
under one Pastor, their meeting is the Church of God, a several Church, INDEPENP -
ENT, " as cited by Bartlet, op. cit., p.44. The interesting thing about this quotation
is that it all but proves one ofthe most outstanding Puritans of the age t© have been
a Congregationalist. Thomas Goodwin was influenced by Richard Sibbes, was a per¬
sonal friend of his at Cambridge in the 1620's and early 1630's, and published several
books of Sibbes.
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It is worth noting that Apollonius continues to draw his Old Testament proof
texts forth, even if he has denied the analogy of Jewish and Christian Churches.
32
William Prinse, Twelve Considerable Serious Questions touching Church Govern¬
ment: etc. (London: 1644), p.5, number ,,9". As an example of Presbyterian urgency
in seeking a refuge somewhere in the New Testament, Prinne gives the following
references to prove that national churches were predicted by Jesus and His disciples.
In order to see their inappropriate??.©as we give them here; (1) Luke 2:32, (2) Mar.
13:10, (3) Acts 13:46, 47,48, (4) Rom. 10:18, 19, 20.
3 3
Ibid., p. 6. We have already noted, supra, how this theory was similar to the
Independent doctrine of progressive interprelation, of scripture.
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distinguish properly between Philip Nye's views and Erastianism. On p.57, e.g.,
he had a remarkable opportunity, but omits any mention of such distinction.
4 2
Vide Gustafsson, op. cit., p. 30. Some Puritans refused to use church bells
because they were popisST"
4 ^Ibld., p. 43.
^"David Masaon, The Life of John Milton: Narrated in Connexion with The
Political, Ecclesiastical, and Literary History of His Time. (London,: S^crhillTam
and Co., 1859-1894), p.571711.
45
Some of the Presbyterian defenders misunderstood moderate Independents on
this point. Robert Balliie in A Dissuasive from the Errours of the Time {.London:
1646), p. 117, ayerred: "The ancjbat way of maintenance by Yythes or Lands, or set
Stipends, they [i.e. Independent^! do refuse." Ephraim Pagitt, Heresiography: etc.
{London: fourth"edition, 1647, p. 87, concurred with his Scottish cohort: "all tiths and
set maintenances of Ministers they j_i. e. Independents} cry dovm. " The New England
Independent position was far to the left of Goodwin and many other English Coagrega-
tionalists. Vide Richard Mather, Church-Government and Church-Covenant Discussed,
etc. (London: 1646), p. 77; John Norton, Responsic aet Totam Quaestioaum'etc. (Lon-
dini: 1648), p.!43£f., chp. XIV, "De Stipendiis Minisfrorum". The question-of tithing
brought to the fore once again the whole issue of the Old Testamedt in relation to the
New, especially the relationship between Old Testament priest and New Testament
presbyter. Thomas Goodwin, in Ids Government, op. cit., p. 324, attempted to
eliminate entirely the Old Testament from his proof of Itfew Testament ministerial
maintenance. Nevertheless, he violated his rule by appealing to the analogy of the
Levites, p. 327, ibid. A powerful statement of pure voluntarism appears on p. 326,
ibid. Goodwin often' netted two or three hundred pounds a year--—in an age when
day laborers received sixpence a day for their toils! There is no doubt but that some
Presbyterians were jealous. Baillie once explained Independent financial successes
on tills ground: "it hath been their providence to admit none or few poor members of
their Congregations. " Vide the Dissuasive, op. cit., p. 117, for this nasty charge.
4 6
Albert Peel, "Congregationalism in 1655", Transactions of the Congregational
Historical Society, XIII (1937-1939), pp.172,173. William Bridge was one of the In-
dependent obstructionists in the Westminster Assembly.
47
Jordan, op. cit., p. 246, in.
4 8
Adam Steuart, Some Observations and Annotations Upon the Apologeticall
Narration, etc. {London: 1643), p. 19. Gustafason,"op. clt.,p.4&, believes that the
Apologists were turned toward the particular church concept only temporarily as a
result of their exile in Holland and that they never really gave up the idea of a truly
national cb'**ch.
4 %"heae are given by Philip Schaff, in his The Creeds of Christendom with A
History and Critical Notes (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1578), p. 830, I.
50
S.W. Garruthers, The Westminster Confession of Faith {Manchester: R. Aik-
man and Son, 1937), p.137, Chap. .XXIV: Sect. II, "Of Marriage and Divorce". It was
plain that the Westminster Divines meant to make room for the infants of godly parents
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in the visible clrareh. It is significant that the only scripture given to prove the
point of this "godly seed" being in the church, was Malaehi 2:15. Thus, the old con¬
troversy between the Old and New Testaments again showed itself. Vide supra.
51
Carruthers, op. cit.,p.l39, Chap XXV: Sect.H, "Of the Church". The Savoy
Declaration of the Independents did not allow infant membership in the church. Vide
Albert Peel (ed.), The Savoy Declaration of Faith and Order, 1658 (London: Independ¬
ent Press, 1939), pT6d. Chapter XXV of the'Westrninster (jonfeasion was charged by
the Savoy group. Section IX was changed and IU- IV omitted. Cf. Richard Baxter, Plain
Scripture Proof of Infants Church-membership and Baptism. (4th ed,. London: 1636)-
et JcfinTTotton, TEe "ground and ehdsTbf the"Baptisms "of"the children of the faithfull
(London: 1647).
5 W William Ames, The Marrow of Sacred Divinity, Drawn® Out of the holy
Scrfutures, and the late rprete xs~ih.e reof, and brougHOnto Method fLondojs: hTd.~J7pTl40.
—•■■■ ■ - • ■t.j.iK'ifc. mmHHHi n —ihm I— - —»lii mSi .h ■ m >»— ■' ■■ ■■« 11 — i nmnn i n m —hwm .mXin.. **mm■— ..oi — —11. mmma
5 3
George Gillespie, in Ma Notes of Debates and Proceedings of the Assembly of
Divines and other CommiasioneriTaFWeitmlnster. etc. (ed. by jSavtcT Meek, Edinburgh:
"Robert C5p"e andOliver and Boyd, 1$2ZV p. 55 ~Apdi 26, 1644, recorded that a com¬
mittee on membership proposed a plan to which Independents and many Presbyterians
would have agreed: "The preposition offered by the Committee was, That particular
visible churches in the primitive times did consist of visible saints and believers; to
wit, such as being of age did prefer-s faith in Christ, and obedience to Christ, accord¬
ing to the rule of faith and life taught, by Christ and his apostles." But when it came be¬
fore the Assembly, "it was objected, that this proposition imports that infants are not
members of a visible church." And after debate, the words "and of their children"
was added to the proposition.
^
Jckix Lighfcfoot, The Journal of the Proceedings of the'Assembly of Divines:
etc. (Vol. XHI, Works, ed. by John. STogers~Mtman, London: 1824), p.TEq In¬
dependents seem not to have taken part in the early phases of this debate, but they
soon became involved.
55
David Laing (ed.), The Letters and Journals of Robert Baillie, etc. (Edin¬
burgh: Robert Ogle, 1841), p» 218, II.7BaITJie~~aI3o referred to this inEia A Dissuasive
from the Errours of the Time (London: 1646), p.119, "they [i.e. the Independents j
deny foe3erail"holitiesse of Christian children: against this""Tho. Goodwin did preach,
and deny openly that common distinction of Protestants of reall and foed&rall holinesse,
requiring in every Infant to be baptised a real! and Inherent sactifcy, " which, as Baillie
averred, could only lead to Anabaptism and Arminianism. .And because of "these
inextricable difficulties did... Mr. Goodwin move to stop the Presse that it went not
on with his Sermons against the Anabaptists:,.. " There could very easily be an ele¬
ment of truth in what Baillie said about why Goodwin, did not publish Ms sermons,
because the fact remains that these sermons have not come down to us (so far as we
know). It is also true that Goodwin's point of view was somewhat revolutionary. Vide
e.g. William Rathband A Briefe Narration of Some Church Courses Held in Opinion-
and Practise in the Churches lately erected in New England (London: 1644), p.5.
TEis tract was"answereaEy'Thomas'Weld," ixTMS* An Answer to W.R. his Narration
Opinions and Practises of the Churches is. New England (LoSSoaTTS^?)^ Cf.
Ric'bara Mather, "Church-Government and Church"-Covenant Discussed, In aa Answer
of the Elders of the severail'"churcHes i5~Nev--England"To "QuegHons,
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sent over to them by divers Ministers in England, to declare their judgments therein.
etc. (London: 1643)7 p7£2T~Far a typical"presbyterianTreformed viewpoint, vide
Guilieimus Apollonii, A Consideration of Certain Controversies at this tune agitated in
the Kingdome of England, Concerning t£e Government of the Churclh of God. etc. (Lon¬
don: 1645), p.STT It is obvious that Tnornas Goodwin was really quite alone in his
peculiar view of baptism and of federal holiness and especially of I Cor. 7. Georgii
Hornii, in his Historia Ecclesiastica (M. JLeydecker editit. 1687), p. 448 also adverts
to Thomas Goodwin's being one of the first to deny federal holiness.
5 &
Lightfoot's Journal, op. cit., p. 315, Oct. 9th, 1644.
c 7
■boc. cit., Independents always tended to make more certain of the parents*
faith before administering infant baptism.
C Q
The question was this, "if circumcision equals baptism, then what about females
under the id Testament and how can we baptise both sexes under the New?" Goodwin
answered in words wLt h seemed to indicate a certain amount of confusion. Cf. Gilles¬
pie's Notes, op. cit., p. 81; Thomas Goodwin, Of the Constitution, op. cit., p. 377,166,
IV (1696 ed.); et Goodwin's Question and Answer, op. cit., p. 8, IV (1696 ed.). Presby¬
terians equated baptism and circumcision! Cf. Rutherford, Due Right, op. cit., p. 92.
5^It was surprising how near Thomas Goodwin's doctrine of baptism was to anti-
pedobaptism, but this proximity of Congregationalists to Baptists should not be over¬
emphasised. Robert Baillie, e.g., in his The Dissuasive from the Errours of the
Time, Vindicated from the Exceptions of Mr. Cotton and~Mr. Tombes. (L.ondoniTS'SS),
p. 77, accuses the BaptistTorobes, of having attempted to ^vilifie M. Thomas Good¬
win" concerning infant baptism. And wonder of wonders, Baillie defends Goodwin, whos
baptismal views fie did not share even a little! Here, then, is a case of Congregational
ist and Presbyterian joining together against a Baptist.
Vide Gillespie, Notes, op. cit., p.89, Oct. 9, 1644. There were many tracts
published on the subject of believer's baptism. Cf. Samuel Chidley's A Christian
plea for Christina's baptisme mentioned by W. T. Whitley, "The Westminster AssembT
and the"Baptists, " The Journal of the Presbyterian Historical Society of England,
vol. 3. (1924-1927), p.l2^ "
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Ibid., p. 90, Oct. 9, 1644. Some of the Presbyterians were close to the Independ¬
ent concept of baptising only convenanted parents* children, even though, in general,
Presbyterians tended to repudiate church covenants as extra-biblical.
Vide Gillespie, Notes, op. cit., p. 90, Oct. 10th, 1644.
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Xbid., p. 91, Oct. 10th, 1644. In the discussion of the questions to be addressed
to the parents before baptism was to be administered to an infant, there was a last
minute debate and revision of questions which showed a certain tendency of the West¬
minster Assembly divines toward the view later adopted byv the Independents at the
Savoy in 1658, making more sure of the parents' faith. A.F. Mitchell, in his The West¬
minster Assembly (London: James Nisbet &Co., 1883), p. 219n., gives these questions
as finally passed by Parliament and recorded in the Journals of the H0use of Commons,
vol. IV, P. 70.
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Vide Alexander F. Mitchell et John Struthers (edB.), Minutes of the Sessions
of the Westminster Assembly of Divines etc. (Edinburgh: William Blackwood and Sons,
TmyrP-173s Sess. 561, Dec. 25t1i7T5i5.
Baillie* Journals,, op, cit., p. 343, XI. G£. Nuttali, Visible Saints, op. cit.,
p. 36, who points out that many ' churches displayed very tolerant attitude's toward"
people with variant views of baptism. Sometimes, there were both pedo-baptists and
anti-pedo-baptisfe ia tlia same church. That Thomas Goodm waa very tolerant of the
Baptists is also supported by the fact that Ik; (et al) sent a letter to Massachusetts
Colony, dated March 23, 1669« requesting Ms brethren there not 'to persecute the
Baptists, lest it reflect on the Independents at home. Vide Cotton .Mather, Magaalia
Chri&ti Americana: etc. (Hartford reprint: Silas ioadrrus IT'Scn, 1853), p.5347 ul
HjZ'P". Hooch* EngpXsh Democratic Ideas ia the Seventeenth Century (Cambridge:
Uaive rslty Pre"5c;■T0■2,■?),,■ "Kiii!5trrir^sri^reacT of Mather, hlather did
not say that Owen and Thomas Goodwin were anabaptists and Gooch is wrong for say¬
ing so.
^
Mitchell et St rathe rs, Minutes, op. cit,, p. 280, boss. 704, Sept. 11, 1646.
/ 7
' Vide e.g. Richard Mather, Church Government, op. cit., pp.1,2,. questions
1-8; Thomas Hooker, A Survey or^S~5Snme^TSHurch'^Diicfpllne. etc.. (.London:
1648), "The Preface", unpaged; William .Ames, Conscience with The Power and
Casey Thereof {English edition translated from Latin. version of 16SZ7*SagEch version
p$m%£3 in 1639). p. 81.
A Q
Vide e.g. Bailiio, Pissuasive, op. cit., p. 119: Apolloaius, Certain Controver-
sies, op. cit,, p. 84; Samuel Rutherford7 a Peaceable and Tempera'tVi'Mea For Pa.vls
"Px~Bhyteire*Tn Scotland, etc. (Lor.don: 164"S), propoeutfon number lfllT" ef^tSSeri'brcC
Thie Tight, 86;
6 9
Presbyterians, like ScSnuel Rutherford, in Ms The JDue Right^pf Presbyteries
etc. (London: 1644), p.290f£, usually gave both ordinances and the Keys to the catholic
visible church. But Independents, although admitting that water baptism was given
to the universal church (on the basis of Act:? 8), steadfastly maintained that the Lord's
Supper was given to particular churches to preserve its purity. For this reason, Con-
gre gationalists practiced closed communiCon refusing to give the sacrament to any
but their ovm members. One of the "Humble Proposals" of John Owen, and Thomas
Goodwin was that th^re should he no obligatory taking or administring of the sacrament
in Cromwell's religious establishment. Vide F.J. Powicke, "The Independents of
1652, " Transactions of the CongregationSTHlstorical Society, IX (1924-1926), p.23£,
number 10. 2n llew £ng£aSdi° they admliflstered ''iise "seals of the Covenant not to all,
but only to believers, or their seed, which are either in covenant with our solves or
with s. me other Church of Christ, " cited from Thomas Veld, A Brief Narration
of the Practices of the Churches 1"n New England etc. (London: l&45y, p. IT. And
KutheHor27HHcliie2™Tolto CottonTS TLe'L'/ay"ol tSe Churches of Christ is New England
because it sponsored "closed communion. ■WHe Due Hight, op. cit., p.lSS.
if gainst this, Thomas Goodwin was adamant7 "Vide Ms Ol""tke Constitunbix, Order,
and Discipline of fee Churches of Christ (Works: 1696), p7261, iV. 'And at Oxford ,
ISooSwIa. seems tcThave consls'tenfly nialntelne3 fits position, because ihexe is a
certificate by Re-Jry Hunt, fellow of Magdalen College, and J.Dale, complaining
about Goodwin's refusing tc administer the sacrament ia the college. Vide Kawlin-
3o.»s D. 317.72. M.S. in the Bodleian, fe one of Ms pieces, Goodwin almost seems to
reject this orthodox Independent position on closed comnsuaioa. He implies that he
wc<?xld he willing to celebrate the Table o or. sionallv wit', the Presbyfcerians thus;
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signifying Ms love and peace with them. Vide Ms Christ the Universal Peace -
Maker: ©r the Reconciliation of all the People" of God, Notwithstanding their B"i£fer»
ences, lE&mlMe's (London: 1651)7 p43ff. /""SebtjoaTlH. feme of ihele game se£M' -,_r
meats are fouhcTin Jeremiah Burroaghes's Xrenicarn, To TheLovers of Truth and
Peace, etc. (London: 1646), "To the Reader", tmpagedl
70
Thomas Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op. cit., p. 377, 373, IV.
71-
Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op. git., p.233. Gf. Richard Baxter,
Church Concord: etc. {London: 1691), p.l6r~we may note here that Thomas Goodwin
was a seventeenth century precursor of modern Congregationalism which now ex¬
tends the rights of infant Baptism to those outside particular church membership.
72
According to John Lightfoot*s Journal, op. cit., p. 235, there was a debate
in the Westminster Assembly on June l4th 1644/ concerning the Directory for the
Public Worship of God. Some of the divines had such a lofty regard for sincerity
that they scrupled having congregations praise God for election when some might
not fee elected f"
7 3
S. W. Carruthers, The Everyday Work of the Westrainster Assembly (Phil¬
adelphia : published by the l?resbyterian Historical Societies of England and America,
1943), p. 113, Article XH, of the tMrty-nine articles, "Of Good Works". The parts
■within the brackets were either added or altered by the Assembly.
74
Simpson, op. cit., p. 25. The real differences between Presbyterians and In¬
dependents was not so much over this "objective test" as it was in the stringency
with which it was to be applied. C£. Gesrffry F. Nutiall, Visible Saints (Oxford:
Basil Blackweii, 1957), p. 160. ~~ ~~
7 5> "7 *»»
TThomas Weldj , A Brief Narration of the Practices of the Churches in New -
England. Written in private to one that desired"information therein: "fey an Inhabit¬




Henry Burton, A Vindication erf Churches, commonly called Independent: etc.
(London: 1644), p.46. In the matter of "tests" for true sainthood, it would appear
that the Independents followed John Calvin and the Presbyterians tended more to follow
Luther. The former had three tests for being a saint: (1) a confession of faith; (2) a
disciplined life; (3) participation in the sacraments. Later, all three of these ("creed,
deed, and sacrament ") appeared in New England Independency. Luther, however,
denied any test as being able to determine sainthood. For this rather interesting
point, vide Roland H. Sainton, The Travail of Religious Liberty (London: Lutterworth
Press, 1953), p. 65,
78
Thomas Goodwin, Of the Constitution , Order, and Discipline of the Churches
of Christ (Works, 1696 ed.), p. 250, IV.
^Thomas Goodwin always insisted that the same standards ought to prevail
for the visible church as for the universal mystical. Local churches were "to make
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up a Body to Christ, as well as the Mystical" and should therefore he regenerate:
vide Constitution of Churches, op. eit.» p. 249.
80
jJavid L>aing (ed.), The Letters and Journals of Robert Baillle, etc. (Edin¬
burgh: Robert Ogle, 1841), p. 205, H, "(italics mine).
81
Guilielrsnus Apollonii, A Ccmaideration of Certain Controversies at this time
agitated in the Kingdome of England, Concerning the Government of the Church of
God. etcT~(London: 16451, p.lffV ClT Johanaem llortcmum, RcspoasTa ad Totam"
Quaestionum Syllogen. a clarissimo VIro Domino Guilielmo ApoHonioi HSccle siae
epistle to the reader In the beginning of this latter book written by Thomas Goodwin,
who evidently helped publish it in England,
8£
Parliament by *fbb. Goodwin, et al."lLbg^o5Tl643h pIHT
j\n ^pdogeticall Narration Humbly Submitted to the Honourable Houses of
tt Tho ~ ' —— _ ______ _ __
8 3 t. 84cit. Ibid., p. 12.
8 5
Thomas Hooker, A Survey of the Summe of Church-Discipline. etc. (London:
1648), "The Preface," o^agedTxfT p.14, ibid.~
®^Joha Cotton, The Keyes Of the Kingdom of Heaven, and Power thereof, according
to the Word of God. HT.TlSgS; 1644), p.IT."
87
Cf. John Brinsley, The Aralgnment of the Present Schism of New Separation in
gland, Together With a serious Recomma^aHaa of Chureh-llSiy and Uniform-the"Church of God at Great Yarmouth. '(Loadm:
Scripture A Perfect Rule R6r ChurcS^Govermrient:
(London: n.d.) p.4.
8 8





William Ames, The Marrow of Sacred. Divinity, Drawne Out of the holy Scrip¬
tures, and the Interpreters the recti, and brought into Method. "(London: n. d71,~p.l3yf.
9 2abid., p.140.
98The influence of William Ames cm the thinking erf Thomas Goodwin is not difficult
to trace in this respect. Cf. Goodwin's Constitution of Churches, op. cit.,p.250; et
Marrow, erg. eit., p. 140.
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Vide Roger Williams, Queries of Highest Consideration Proposed to Mr.
Tho. Goodwin, et al ■ etc, (London: 1544)7 p. 3, querie itfl "Cf. WillianfTlSeli, The
Building, Beauty, Teaching, and Establishment of the truly Christian and SpirxtuaT
Church, etc. (London: 1651), p.?0.
95 96
Williams, op. cit., p. 4, querie IV. Ibid., p. 4, querie V.
97
Burton, A Vindication, op. cit., p.46, citing Bellarmine's de Jcdes., I.3.C.10.
98
Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op. cit., p. 70. Paul's letter to the Cor¬
inthian Church caused 3ome~Presbyteriahaefenders a great deal of trouble. E.g.
George Gillespie, in his An Assertion of the Government of the Church of Scotland,
etc. (Edinburgh: 1641), p.Ilzf. attempted to explain away the grammar oFl Cor.
99 100
Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op. cit., p.249. Loc. cit.
101 Tjjg Divine Right of Church Government by Sundry Ministers of Christ within
the City of London(Paisley reprint: 1799), p. 255. This was originally published
in London, 1646.
L^Richard Baxter, Church Concord: etc. (London: 1691), p. 15. Chap. Ill, "Qual¬
ification of Church Members*', (p. 15ff.) is worth studying on this complex issue.
Baxter even quotes Samuel Rutherford in support of re gene rate ijembership. Vide
p. 16, ibid. But this quotation from the Due Right of Presbyteries, p. 231 hardly coin¬
cides with other material which we have given elsewhere fromthe same work.
Baxter was always jiagued by oversimplification of complex problems in his in¬
cessant search for unity, and sometimes (as here) he even distorts an author's
point of view in order to give the appearance of agreement with the Independents.
Actually, Samuel Rutherford was as far from the Congregational theory of regenerate
membership as east is from we3t.
103
Robert Baillie, A Dissuasive from the Errours of the Time (London:1646),
p. 516 (mispaged, it should be p.l56|T
104
Lightfoot, Journal, op. cit., p. 236.
l05aDivine Right of Church Government, op. cit., pp. 208-218. This is a very
excellent statement of the case, one of theoest we have found in the period.
105
Cf. Apollonius, Certain Controversies, op. cit., p. 2.
1 fi A
S. W. Carruthers, The Westminster Confession of Faith (Manchester; R.
Aikman and Son, 1937), ^TIO, Chap. XXV, Sect.V.
107
Samuel Rutherford, The Due Right of Presbyteries etc. (London: 1644), p. 3.
There are strong indications that many Presbyterian writers repudiated the regenerate
church membership doctrine because to espouse it would of necessity have involved
a corresponding grant of a democratic franchise to the whole membership. Cf.
Baillie. Dissuasive, op. cit., p. 160; Gillespie, An Assertion, op. cit., p.113; et
Poole, A Moderate Enquiry, pp.140, 141.
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I 08 Rutherford, Due Right, op. git., p.186. Gf. Baillie, Dissuasive, op. cit.,
p.J.602 et Divine Mgfi'Pcf ChurchGovegameat, op. cit., p. 26S| "





II 8Thomas Edward®, AntapMogla: or A Full Answer to the Apologefcicall Narration
©£ Mr. Goodwin, et. ai. |X,<maoa: 1646), p. 777*
11 ^Richard Baxter, Church- Concord, op. cit., p.18. Oae erf Bailiie's favorite
lines of attack on the Independents was that they "unchurched" people. 1® New Eng¬
land, 20,000 people wear© "kept out of the Church®#, " he wrote in Ms The Dissuasive
from the. Errors of the Time, Vindicated from the Exceptions of Cotfejasd '$%.
Tombes. (London: 1055), p.39. And la the Blssuasive, itself, he had written that "the
fruits of I^dependency in Hew England... was to .. .put thee? sands of Christians in
the condition of Pagans" (op. cit. , p. 50). Probably it would not be wrong to say that
of all the Puritan parties, Presbyterians more thasuemy mothers were moved by the fear
of unchurching people.
115
J. M. Xloyd Thoma« (@d.), Tins AMoMography of Richard Baxter (Everyman*g
Library, London,: J. M. Dent & Sons LM., 193i),
11 ^TMs criticism of the Independents was highly unjustified. Vide infra on
evangelism.
11?
Andrew A. Bem&r (ed.), Letters of Sami^l Rutherford {Edinburgh: Oliphant
Anderson & Ferrier, reprint erf 1891 ed.), pp. 7067707, Letter no. CCLXIV to the
••Brethren in Aberdeen (1661). Cf. Samuel Rutherford, A Survey of the Survey of
that Surname of Church-Discipline Penned by Mr. Thomas'IlSoker, "XSiS Pastor of
pCoSiHoSTlTS^S^T
Preface to the Reader, unpaged, "we judge it hot warrantable to say, that fee ser¬
vants are to call and invite none to the marriage -banquet, but such as they look on as
regenerate, and clothed with the wedding garment."
11 Olivine Right of Church Government, op. cit., p.45 (italics mine). The cm-
tensions of the London Ministers were supposed by Samuel Hudson, in his The
Essence and TJhitie erf the Church Catholike Visible, And the Prioritie thereof in re¬
gard 'of ^rtlcularT^Hitrches Discussed (London: 1645), p. 137 Against these claim&7
many Independents voiced strong objections. E.g. Stephen Ford, A Gospel-Church or
God1® Holy Temple Opened, etc. (London: 1675), p.46,47; William Darlet '}x M& T FA4 i4
"or a Model erf the PrimdjBve" Congregational way; etc. (London: 1647), p.50:' Surpris¬
ingly, however, all of the great Independent leaders did not agree wish Ford and Bar-
let. Thomas Goodwin seems not to have sLscussed the parable of the tares or of the
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net of fishes anywhere in his entire works. Furthermore, Sidrach Simpson
(another of the Westminster Assembly Independents and one of the signers of the
Apologetical Narration) in his sermon called Reformation's Preservation: Opened
In a Sermon Preached at Westminster before the Honourable House of Commons, at
the late solemne Fast, July 26, 1643. (London: 1643), p. 7, gave the whole case away
by admitting that the krngdome of heaven was the same as the New Testament Church.
It is conjectural how such. Independents could defend their doctrine of regenerate
membership after having given away one of thebiost important issues in the whole
controversy.
n%obe rt Baillie, Dissuasive, op. cit. , p. 159, 160.
120Samuel Rutherford, A Peaceable and Temperate Plea For Pauls Presbyterie
In Scotland, etc. (London: 1642), p. 95.
121
Ibid., p.101.
122 Cf. Gillespie, An Assertion, op. cit., p. 32, for another writer who wanted
"hearers" in the church as well administers and elders.
"^^Baillie, Dissuasive, op. cit., p. 516 (mispaged, it should be p. 156).
124
One of th^most pronounced of the Presbyterian fears was the bete noire of
schism or separation. Few synodical writers failed to speak of this terrible evil
in the Church. Vide e.g. Baillie*s Journals op. cit. , p.122, II; Rutherford, Due
Right, op. cit. , epistle "To the Reader, unpaged; Stephen Marshall, Sermon. . .on
The~UnIty of the Saints (London: 1652), pp. 21, 23; John Br in sley, The Araignrnent of
the Present Schism etc. (London: 1646), unpaged epistle "To the Christian Reader*7;
Daniel Cawdrey, Independencie A Great Schism (London: 1651), p.l; Richard Baxter,
True and Only Way of Concord ("London: 1680), p.Iff, Part III.
But in the middle of the 1640's, none of the Independent leaders in England were
Separatists or schismatics. They universally denied the charge. Vide e.g. The
Savoy Declaration (ed. by Albert Peel, London: Independent Press, 1939), p.45; An
Apologeticail Narration (London: 1643), pp.6, 23; William Bridge, Joabs Counsell
(London: 1643), p.8f; Jeremiah B rroughs, Irenicum (London: 1646), epistle "To the
Reader, unpaged; John Owen, The Duty of Castors and People (London: 1644), p. 48.
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Richard Baxter, The True and Only Way of Concord of All the Christian
Churches: etc. (London: 1680), p.46, Part I.
126The question of uniformity was one of the divisive aspects in tbe Presbyter¬
ian-Independent Controversy and we have relegated it to a footnote (instead of a
lengthy chapter only because others have pursued the subject at some length al¬
ready. W.K. Jordan is a most noteworthy example.
chapter xa
THE CONCEPT OF THE CHURCH(CONT.}
SECTION 31: GATHERED CHURCHES AND THE CONTROVERSY
Since there was no practical method ©f guaranteeing regenerate church member¬
ship -within a national church* Independents had to resort to a system of "gathered
churches".* And by gathering churches out of existing ebardie&, the flames of con¬
troversy reached their fiercest intensity, for Presbyterians considered this procedure
to be unchristian, unloving, scHsmntacal, and dangerous to the state.
Historically, early Presbyteriamszn had 'been recruited from the conforming
Puritan party and had never lost sight of the goal of a Christian nation wherein the
Church and State were synonymous and where ecclesiastical and political unity in¬
teracted and reinforced each other. But early Coxxgreg&tioaalism was recruited item
the nou-conforming Puritans who tended to emphasise the "gathered church" where
God's elected people were called out of the "unbelieving world Into a holy brother¬
hood. The former sacrificed purity in o*-der to gain unity; the latter sacrificed unity
to maintain purity.





Uafortuately, the signing of the agreement to refrain, from gathering churches
did not preclude further debate in the Assembly over the issue. Three months later*
on March 19, 1644, Xdghtfoot again records a speech by Calamy, who evidently had
begun to see the advantage of gathering churches. The Independents outside the
Assembly were having'euch success that Caiamy thought that it was a good idea...
14
providing that Presbyteriaas had the sole right to engage in it. There was &
particularly embarrassing debate on May 1, 1644, when it was pointed out to the
15
Presbyterians that Aquila was a "church gatherer". But it was retorted that parish
churches are better than gathered churches, because "they that dwell together, being
bound to all kind of moral duties one to another, have thereby the better opportunity
to discharge the same. Presbyterian theory, then, was based more cm. a foundation
of social justice than the Independents* whose entire scheme hinged upon the purity
of the Church picturing the hidden reality of the Holy Catholic Church Invisible.
Nothing had really been resolved concerning the question a year later when Rich¬
ard Vines brought in a. compromise proposal which was debated, but not adopted.^
The following day. Dr. Gouge observed that only a heretic or a schismatic would
18
demand the right to gather churches. The disagreement continued. On April 28,1645,
there was a discussion about people going from one church to another of their own
volition. In this debate, Charles Herle, the Presbyterian spoke favorably of the In¬
dependent point of view.*9 But in spite of all the vituperation, nothing was ever decided
en the question of gathering churches. Presbyterian impatience finally showed it¬
self by their requesting the Independents to bring in a report embodying their views
on the subject. 20
It is not difficult to appreciate the feelings of the Presbyterian clergy when
many of their flocks were being drawn off and formed into the newly gathered
churches of the multitude of sectaries and Independents who flocked to London during the
1640*0. And the more worried the orthodox clergy became, the more opportunity
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they gave the Independents to build churches.
Presbyterians complained that the Independents take "our fattest sheep from
us", vis. those with money. ^ The charge was that the Independents took th® spirit¬
ual cream off the parish churches: "If you gather but the choicest Members that
should help the rest, and then complain of Parishes, when you have marr'd them,
you do not justly. "^2 There were few Presbyterians more outspoken than Richard
Baxter in condemning Independents for gathering churches:
The Judgments of all wise and sober men must needs disallow both
the Practice of Division and unwarrantable Separation from the
Churches of Christ, and the common Liberty for Gathering Churches
out of Churches now pleaded for, and too much practiced by maiay;23
The practice of taking members out of parish churches and forming them into
gathered churches was universally considered by the Presbyterians as an "ecclesiast¬
ical felony.
SECTION F: THE CATHOLIC CHURCH, VISIBLE OR INVISIBLE ?
A proper definition of the catholic church invisible and mystical was almost
25
universally agreed upon by the various Puritan parties, but the great difficulty
arose when a definition of the visible church was attempted. ^6 Presbyterians said
that there is a universal catholic visible church as well as a universal catholic
invisible church
wee.. .conceive that the visible Church described in the holy
Scripture, is not only a parochiall or a particular Church,
but that there is also a Nationall and Universall Church, dis¬
persed through a whole kingdome, yea through the whole world;
which doth in Ecclesiastical communion make up one body Cafcholike.27
But Independents recognised no catholic church except the mystical invisible:
the Church instituted since Christ exhibited, is not one
catholick Church, so as all the faithful! throughout the world
should be joyned together in one and the same outward bond
among themselves, and should depend upon one and the same
visible pastor, or company of pastors, but there are so many
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churches as there are companies, or particular Congregations,
of those that profess the Faith, who are joyned together by a
special! band for the constant exercise of the communion of
Saints. 2®
In the Presbyterian Right as well as the Independent Center, the Puritan emphasis
always centered on the visible church as opposed to the mystical. ®
Hone saw more clearly than Thomas Goodwin, the importance of finding an
adequate statement about the visible church, whether catholic or particular. In fact,
Goodwin saw this difference as one of the most basic issues in dispute;
here lies the difference between us and our Brethren, that they
would make the communion which is between all the Saints, and
all the Churches in the World, to be as truly political, the lesser
being subject to the greater, in the Church Universal, or ima
Nation, as it is in a particular Ckasgregation, as we would; 30
The Presbyterians, said Goodwin, relegate the fellowship of churches to a position
of "political" ties, when it ought to be a mystical experience. There ought not to
be a universal visible political church, but every particular church should picture
the mystical reality of the invisible body of Christ; "there is like Reason for the
Universal Mystical Church, and particular Churches; and.. .every particular Church
hate, tee Resemblance, Name, Priviledges, and Attributes of the general. "31 The
universal invisible church is wholly a matter of God's decree, whereas particular
churches are to be entrusted to man's car®. 32 These latter churches operate under
"all the Rules and laws" of the former, and are not to be different is. membership
or organisation. 33 Furthermore, the basic error of Presbyterianicm is that it
assumes teat the only way this invisible catholic church can be pictured forth to the
unregenerate world, is by a mixed multitude known as a catholic vi&iMe church^
organised in "on® politick Body. "
with our own Amesius.. .we conceive that the notifcioc; [sic>
notion?] or consideration of Church, which the Universal Body
of Saints stands under, is meerly and purely Mystical, and such
also to be the Union and Communion thereof0 as with Christ, so
of all the Members thereof among themselves. 35
Thomas Goodwin believed that the believer's union and communion with Christ was
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generally agreed to be a mystical experience. Therefore* the communion of
believers amoag themselves ought also to be mystical, not political. Only through
such a concept could all thoughts of uniformity and persecution be laid to rest.
The idea of there being a universal visible church is open to serious criticisms,
maintained Goodwin. First of all, there are net enough saints to comprise such a
church. Such saints as fcher are, "are diffused over all the World, and thin Sown
therein". ^ There are barely enough to make on© small church {here and there in
the earth). God neither requires great numbers to accomplish Ms program, nor
does He care much for statistics. Secondly, it is based oa an inadequate view of the
purpose of & church. Churches are primarily gathered together fox worship and for
fellowship together and with Christ. But a universal visible church could not meet
for worship. "We assert, that until! the Mystical. Body of the Meet ahal meet to¬
gether in Heaven, God hath appointed and ordained the visible Saints or. Earth,... to
be kaii together in particular Bodies. " Only in heaven is it going t© be possible for
a real "General Assembly" where the "Worship a£ God is perfected. "3S |£ v^ere ±a
a visible church universal (as the Presbyterians maintain), then what is its purpose ?
It cannot be for worship and it cannot be for fellowship. Although its representa¬
tives may meet together, this can hardly be called true fellowship of each believer
with the rest of his brethren throughout the world. ^ To assume that there can be
Christian fellowship by proxy (i.e. through representatives) is a cheapening of what
Christ intended. And finally, t© champion the doctrine of a catholic visible church
is no better than popery:
That which is the principle and foundation af Popery; and
which if it prevail'd, and all the Churches challenge the right
of it, would hinder further Reformation and Growth in the Truth;
and would make all theo Reformed Churches SeMsmaticks, and
would juatifxe Nonresideney, and introduce a Foreign Ecclesiastical
Government, in all States and Kingdoms, that cannot be Christ's
Government: But such is the Catholick Political Church. 46
SECTION G: CHURCH COVENANTS AND THE CONTROVERSY
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The idea of establishing churches on the basis of a covenant between, members
of particular churches and between those members and God had a rather long
history before the middle of the seventeenth century. But in the seventeenth cen¬
tury, the matter of church covenants became oue of the distinguishing marks of the
Independents, many of whore, said that without a church covenant, there was not a
properly instituted church:
Believer;?- doe not make a particular Church, although pexad-
venture many may meet© and live together in the same place,
urslesse they be joyaed together by a special! 'bond among then-
selves:.. .this bond is a Covenant, either express® or implicit,
■whereby believers doe particularly bind themselves, to perform®
ail those duties, both toward God and one toward another, which
pertain© to the respect and edification of the Church.42
Because the church covenant became one of the most important aspects of Con¬
gregational polity, it must also be said that nothing embarrassed Independents quite
so much as trying to prove their practice from the New Testament. One of the most
telling arguments brought against the Presbyterians was that they resorted to© much
on the Old Testament for their church government. And it might have been expected
that Independents would therefore confine their platform for government to the pages
of the New Testament choosing rather to formulate some theory of dispeasatioaal
exegesis. But these hopes were dashed when Independents began to prove their
institution of church covenants from the Old Testament. The dilemma is seen in
Henry Burton's uneasiness:
Now if any require an example hereof in the Hew Testament,
I answer, what needs it, when wee have it in the Old? What
example have we in the New Testament for baptising of Infants ?
.. .Again, what example, yea or precept -ia there of giving women
the Lords Supper in the New Testament?^3
An argument from analogy such as this was not likely to escape the notice of Pres¬
byterian apologists anxious to point out any kind of logical error. Tkoaj&s Goodwin
found himself in a predicament when John Goodwin 'wrote him a letter saying
that "the necessity of your convenaafc,.. .you will never be able to demonstrate or
prove from the Scriptures, to any sober-minded and considering Man." 44
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John Goodwin, objected to a doctrinal covenant as a basis for church membership,
referring to it as "a meer Human Invention" not of God's doing*^ His strongest
argument was that church covenants were not found in the New Testament:
Neither here can you have recourse to those Covenants in the
Old Testament, to pattern yours withal: for then you fly to a
Sanctury which your selves have polluted, by destroying all
Sympathy and Agreement between a National Church, and that which
you call instituted or particular. And besides, to forsake the
Guidance of the Spirit of God under the New Testament, to seek
to make out our Thoughts by the Old, is to ask the Twighlight in the
Evening, whether it were light at Noon-day. 46
The answer Thomas Goodwin sent over was highly unsatisfactory and one suspects
that John Goodwin had struck the Achilles' heel of the covenant champions. Thomas
accused John of not really understanding the way the covenant was used in the Independ¬
ent churches., is Holland,but does not state exactly what the true facts were. His
only defense is to say that
We affirm with all Orthodox Divines, that all the moral Equity
of these Covenants, do still hold under the New Testament as
much as ever, as all things that were moral under the Covenant
also do, as a 3eventh-day-Sabbath, Infant Baptism, etc.48
John Goodwin had asked for chapter and verse proofs and Thomas only appealed to the
examples under the Law and the covenant at Horeb.49
la the Presbyterian-Independent controversy, however, the issue of church
covenants was not nearly so important as might be expected, considering how crucial
the covenants were to Independent polity. Here and there, isolated individuals
Spoke Out against them, such as Edwards and even Samuel Rutherford.
we hold that such a Church-covenant is a conceit destitute of
all authority of Gods Word, Old or New Testament, and there¬
fore to be rejected as a way of mens devising. 51
It is a "binding of the Conscience where God hath not bound it", and anyway, "mem¬
bers were not entred into the Apostoiick Church by such a Covenant. "52 But many
(if not most) of the moderate Presbyterians were willing to grant the use of church
covenants. Richard Baxter wrote that "Here is no Difference at all between the
Learned of each Party, that I am able to discover. "53 John Dury agreed with him,54
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as did the reformed writer Apallearns:
The Reformed Churches judge it necessary to the constitution, of
a particular visible Church, that there be sacred union to. the ex¬
ercise of Ecclesiastical! communion, expressed by certain© ex-
temall acts appointed by God, and to be exercised in a visible
Church society, under one ministry, and spiritual! discipline,
to tliis union there is., .a kind of tacit and virtual! Covenant, which
uniteth the faithful into a particular Church: although such a solemn©
Covenant between© them to express© tonnes be nor puMikly entered
into before the whole. Church.
Neither do_jve hold that the Covenant mentioned; i.e. by the In¬
dependents , is for the matter of it alltogether unlawful!.55
SECTION H: EVANGELISM IN REFERENCE TO THE CONCEPT OF THE CHURCH
Puritans did not promulgate an esoteric faith. They believed tint there was a
hell to shun and a heaven to gain, for every man. And the only way that men could
gain the latter and escape the former was through a personal experience of salvation
wrought to their hearts by the Holy Spirit operating through,\n end by the Holy Scrip¬
tures.56 The message of the gospel, however, is known to the world by means of
the act of preaching and few Christian eras elevated the sermon higher than did the
sixteenth and seventeenth century Puritans. But it is not so much with preaching per
se that we are concerned. It is rather hearing of sermons and of audiences more -
than preachers.
The problems of National Churches and of gathered churches have already been
discussed. But perhaps the most important consideration to these discussions has
been omitted. It was the matter of evangelism. Both Puritan parties saw that the
primary need of the hour was to proclaim the message of Christ to a lost and dying
world. Baxter was not the only one to "preach as a dying man to dying men.ft Any
Puritan of the age worthy of the name would have said and done the same.
In an intricate way, the Presbyterian-Independent controversy was concerned
wifchtjhe preaching of the Word. Both systems of church government were based on
different views of evangelism. Presbyterians believed that lost and dying sinners
should fee admitted into the church in order to be evangelised; Independents believed
that sinners should not be admitted as members of the church, because the church
should picture forth to the world a facsimile of the mystical body of Christ. To them,
a visible body of believers (holy and separated) was in itself a kind of warning and
testimony to the lost. "The Congregational way, " said Du Moulin, "was that which
God made use of, in the Ancient Church, to convert to the faith, those, who were not
Christians, but by outward profession, from a State of nature to a State of Grace.
Presbyterians, however, felt that Congregatianaiists kept people out of churches and
away from the preaching of the Word, which amounted to a charge ©f being unevan-
gelistic. Robert Bailiie said that Independency "marrs the conversion of Pagans to the
Christian Religion. In fact, said he, "of all that ever crossed the American Seas,
they are noted as most neglectful! of the work of Conversion. A moss serious
accusation could hardly be imagined.
In reference to the Presbyterian-Independent struggles, the great need seemed
to be the subordinating of arguments over church government to the more pressing
issue of evangelisation. It was here that Richard Baxter alleged Presbyterians (as
well as Independents) were most guilty:
Most men do lay so great a part of reformation in the private
opinions or singular ways. The Prelatical party think that the
true reformation, is to restore them to power, The Presbyterians
have thought, that if Prelacy and Independency were well down, and
the Classes up, the work were much done. And the Independents
have thought that if they had gathered a separated body erf godly
people under covenant, much of the reformation were wrought; and
Anabaptist® have thought that if they could but get people to be baptised
again, they had done a great matter for reformation. I am not now re¬
proving any of these in matter, but that they lay so* much upon their
several orders and formalities as many of them do. When, indeed, if
we had the rightsst form of government in the world, it is the painful
(i.e. painstaking) execution and the diligent and prudent use of means
lot men's conversion and edification, by able faithful men, that must
accomplish the reformation.
The great business at hand was saving cjorflS,, not the setting up of afey particular
form of ecclesiastical government. Some Puritans had forgotten that central truth.
25?
But this could not be said of Thomas Goodwin. To him, ecclesiastical government
should mot impede the really important work of preaching the gospel. If the Pres¬
byterians wanted a National church, then they should reform the nation, because
"such National Assemblies in a due proportion, should rather have work suited to
their constitution, vis. National Reformation.If the .Presbyterian establish¬
ment did not facilitate evangelism, then it was no use, worse than worthless. On
April 22, 1442, Goodwin preached before Parliament, telling them that "Gads first
and chiefe care was to build up Ms Church mysticall, to snake men Saints." ^
Evangelism must come first, "Matters* of Order and Government" were second¬
ary considerations. 64
The unfounded charge that Independents were unevangelicalcan possibly be due
to a misunderstanding of their doctrine of the gathered church. Presbyterians suspect¬
ed that unless there were a national church open to all the people in a realm, then
there was likely to be many who would not be eligible to come under the hearing of
gospel and so be converted. Baillie asked:
What have they to do with those that are without ? Their
pastors preach not for conversion, their relation is to their
Flock, who are Church-members, converted already to their
hand by the labours of other men, before they can be admitted
into their Church. 65
Independents were aware of tMs weakness in their gathered church concept and
they were careful to alleviate it whenever possible. In their Savoy Declaration of
Faith and Order, 1653, they defined the duties of pastors very clearly in this regard:
they who are ingaged in the work of Publique Preaching. ... .are
not.. . obiigea to aiypense the Seals /i.e. Sacraments'] to any
other then such as.. .they stand related to, as Pastors or Teachers;
yet ought they not to neglect others living within their Parochial
Bounds, but besides their ssnstant publique Preaching to them, they
ought to enquire after their profiting by the Word, instructing them
in, and pressing upon them (whether young or old) the great Doctrines
of the Gospel, even personally and particularly» so far as their strength
and time will admit. 66
Though the membership of particular churches should be confined to those truely
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regenerate, yet that does not mean that others are not supposed to come and listen
to the preaching of the Word. Far from it:
though wee willingly admit all commers to the hearing of the
Word with us (as the Corinthians admitted Infidels, 1 Cor, 14.24.
25) yet wee receive none as members into the Church, but such
as (According to the judgement of charitable Christians) may be
conceived to be received of God into fellowship with Christ, the
head of the Church. 67
The tension between a national church where none were excluded and a gathered
church where the unregene rate were not allowed showed itself in the thinking of
Thomas Goodwin whose influence we can see in the Savoy Declaration statement
given supra. If the minister is not responsible for those souls outside his particu¬
lar gathered church, then there can be no evangelism. But if the minister is re¬
sponsible for soule outside his church, then how can a national establishment be
denied? In solving this dilemma, Goodwin steered perilously near to the Presbyter¬
ian viewpoint. "Ministers, " he asserted, "are in a true and proper Sense, and for
some ends Ministers to them without, as well as to them within. "6® To deny this is
to espouse Brownism. But there are limits to this ministerial responsibility:
They preach as Ministers to them without (whether they acknowledge
them or not) as well as to their own Flock... And fcho* they have not
that obligation for watching, or power to Censure, Admonish, etc.
yet as to Preaching, which is an Ordinance of Conversion, they have. '
Goodwin wanted to leave the door open for evangelism without going completely over
to the Presbyterian concept of ministers being ministers to the church universal.
But evangelism was not the only end of preaching. Those saints within the church
must be edified. Hence "a means of growth unto them that are within" needs to be
provided. 70 Edification, however, must not be overemphasized (even though the
principal purposes of a church a ; fellowship and worship ; . There must be a
proper balance between edification of the saints and conversion of the unregenerate.
The ministry "serves to conversion snore then building up; and the Gifts are more
on Wicked Men, than to build up Godly Men. "71 But "a right constitution of the
churches and of the Ordinances and Officers thereof, 14 is primarily for the edification
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of the saints. 72 Thus, a prope sly constituted church as well as a godly and well
trained ministry can together build up the saints and convert the sinner.
Goodwin's mediating position about ministering to church members as well as
to non-members was undoubtedly a strong factor in his acceptance, under Crom¬
well, of various preferments. It can also account for his willingness to accept
public funds for Ms ministerial duties. He felt that he was really a minister to those
without as well as to those within:
If I were seated.in a Parish that had a Church init gathered out
of it, and the rest of the Parish came to hear me, I should not
look upon myself to preach as a private man to all these that
are not in my Church, and as a Minister only to them that are
of the Church, but as one set apart to the work of the Ministry:
to preach as a Minister to both, as to the matter of preaching:
. . .which is Conversion, as well as for the edifying of the body
of Christ. 73
SUMMARY
Section E: The opposite of a National Church concept is the gathered church idea of
saints being formed into special groups apart from the world of the ungodly. It was
this idea, fostered by Puritan Independents, which specifically infuriated the Presby¬
terians, who considered such practice an "ecclesiastical felony". It meant building
churches at the expense of other churches, of separating brethren from brethren.
Although hotly aired in the Westminster Assembly, the problem was never resolved,
even though the Independent leaders once signed an agreement not to gather churches.
Section F: Another source of disagreement in thematter of the church was whether
or not there ought to be a universal visible church. Presbyterians affirmed it. Con-
gregationalists denied it. The former contended that all fellowship among churches
would be endangered if the latter were right, but Congregationalists only retorted
that such an idea was papistical and unworthy of Protestants.
Section G: Church covenants between members of particular churches was one of
the earmarks of seventeenth century Congregationalism. They were an intricate
part of the Congregational ecclesiological concept and figured to some degree in the
Presbyterian-Independent controversy because the Synodical men often denied their
use.
Section H: In the matter of Evangelism, we have a significant illustration of how the
two differing concepts of church government worked] i.e. national vs. gatheredJ .
Presbyterians would church the unconverted in order to preach to them. Congrega¬
tionalists would keep them unchurched as a warning for them to repent. Both parties
would evangelize.
260
It is possible that there were some unorthodox Independents, who gathered
churches and who did not wholeheartedly adhere to regenerate church membership.
St. g. Thomas Goodwin wrote to John Goodwin and accused him of holding a view which
was not truly regenerate membership. Vide Thomas Goodwin, Works (1696 ed.), p.
44, IV, correspondence appended to the volume. Robert Baillie tells us that John
practised church gathering. Vide David Laing (ed.), The Letters and Journals of
Robert Baillie, etc. (Edinburgh: Robert Ogle, 1841), p.lll, XX. Cf. S.W. Garrulhers,
The Everyday Work of the Westminster Assembly (Philadelphia: published by the
Presbyterian Historical Society of England and America, 1943), p.92, who discusses
how John Goodwin*s church gathering affected the Westminster Assembly.
2
The que stion of the purpose of a visible church was one of the key pivotal points
in the controversy. Thomas Goodwin said that "the intent of the Presbyterial Govern¬
ment, is professed to be, to preserve Order in the Church." Vide his of the Con¬
stitution, Order, and Discipline of the Churches of Christ (WorkajT 1696 c'dD, p. 189»
IV. Gillespie, e.g., in his An. Assertion of the Coverame'nt of the Church of Scotland,
etc. (Edinburgh: 1641), p. 3TTke Independents' said, therefore, "EE&t Presbyierians
had an inadequate purpose of a church. Thomas Goodwin wrote, "one end of a
church is, that a Man therein may enjoy further fellowship and more ways of com¬
munion than out of it." "Another end of communion of Saints, in a particular Church,
is to edifie one another in Faith and Love, which is the end of All gifts, Ordinances,
and of the Institution of a Church it self." Vide Constitution of Churches, op. cit.,
p. 255. To Goodwin, Presbyterians tended to make discipiipeTihe primary end of a
church when it should not be: "the main end of & Church [iaj ... WorsMp and.. *.
Discipline Js only] .. .the Appendix thereunto, to keep the WorsMp pure. " (Ibid.,
p.117).0James Moffatt, The Golden. Book of John Owen: etc. (London: Hodder aS2
Stoughtoa, 1904), p.109. it would appear t£al"Beradt Gustafsson, in his The Five
Dissenting Brethren: etc. (Lund: C.W.K. Gleerup, 1955), p.48, is incorrect in his
assessment that the Apologists (i.e. Thomas Goodwin et. al.) held evangelism to be
the essential objective, "nor did the church have any essential function except this
one." Many Puritans held tint evangelism should take place in the home and the church
should be reserved primarily for worship.
^John Cook, What the Independents Would have, etc. (Loudon: 1647), p. 7. Cf.
Thomas Hooker, A Survey of the Summe'of Church-Discipline, etc. (Londca: 1648),
p. 13, Parti.
^John Lightfoot, The Journal ©f the Proceedings of the Assembly of Divines:
etc. (Works, vol. XHl, e<fTl»y"3Slm Roge^ ^iSnanTXondbn: 1&24), p.SIT.
5Ibid., p. 56, Nov. 20. 1643.
6
Ibid., p.92. Cf. Alexander F. Mitchell, The Westminster Assembly (London:
James Nisbet & Co., 1883), p. 193, for a short discussion of this event. There seems
to be an allusion to this in Thomas Goodwin's Constitution of Churches, pp. cit., p.
113, who quotes from Bain's Diocesan tryal, p. 66, "It is a more Apostolical Work
to beget, and to plant, and to multiply, than to Govern Men being converted. That
those that should be fit to gather a Chruch, and to bring it to fulness from small
beginnings, should not be fit tc gather a Church, and to bring tt to fulness from
small beginnings, shcald not be fit to govern it, and to reap the fruit cf it, but thfet
the power should be in others that are extrinsec&l to their congregations, IS absurd
to think." Goodwin evidently felt that the Presgyterians were wishing to capitalise
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on the Independents' success in building churches. It was a very high-handed thing
fox the Assembly divines to ask the Independents to relinquish their churches.
7
Thomas Edwards, Antapologia: Or a Full Answer to the Apologeticall Narra¬
tion of Mr. Goodwin, et. ai. (London: 1&46T, p.5.
8
It has been said that Thomas Goodwin gathered a church in St. Dunstan's in
the East when he returned from Holland in. 1640, but this has been doubted by some
historians. Vide e.g. F.J. Powicke {ed.), Essays Congregational and Catholic (1931),
p.289n. In the Narration, the brethren stated that tSeynad not gathered a party to
themselves since returning. From various sources, we should rather think tlafc
Thomas Goodwin had a certain nucleus of people who seemed to follow him around
whenever he moved. This loyal following evidently came with him from Holland and
comprised his church in London. Therefore, it could hardly be said that he had
"gathered" them out of the parishioners in the area.
9
Certains Considerations to Dls-swade Men from Further Gathe ring of Churches
in this present juncture of Time. Subscribed by dive rse Divines of theAs sembly^
here-after mentioned {London; 1644*?"), proposition number "5", p.37Italics mine.
10
That Presbyterians were not universally happy with this document is evident
from Robert Baillie's fears, "I truly wish it had never been moved, for I expect
more evil to our cause from it than good, " Letters and JQurnals, op. cit, p. 121,
II. Cf. Carruthers, Everyday Work, op. cit., p. 93, for a further diScussinn. Evi¬
dently, Presbyterians felt that the document had given too much to the Independents.
11
This agreement has not received the attention it deserves by historians anxious
to date the Apologetical Narration, and to determine the occasion of its publication.
The failure of Presbyterians toTive up to their side of the bargain could very well be
one of the missing links relating to the issuing of the famous Narration. Vide infra.
12
Cf. Mitchell, Westminster Assembly, op. cit., p. 193.
13
Thomas Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op. cit., p.257.
14
Vide Lightfoot, Journal op, cit., p. 224. In one of his arguments against Pres-
byterianism, Thomas Goodwin reasons that subordinated synods are really "gathered
churches", because each higher assembly is formed of representatives gathered (or
chosen) from the lower assemblies. Aid since Presbyterians held that each presby¬
tery, synod, or national assembly was really a "church", then their whole system
must be a scheme of "gathered churches". Vide his Constitution of Churches, op.
cit., p.396.
15
Recorded by George Gillespie, Notes of Debates and Proceedings of the
Assembly of Divines and other Commissioners at Westminster, etc. (edT"fcy David
Meek7 Edinburgh: Robert Ogle and Oliver and Royd, 1846), p. .
l6Ibid., p« 57> 1^44j C£» Lii^htfootj Jfouxnsl$ Q]p• cit# y p« 259? tb©
same debate #
^Vide Alexander F. Mitchell et John Struthers (eds»), Minutes of the Sessions
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of the Westminster Assembly of Divines etc. (Edinburgh: William Blackwood and
Sons, 1874), ~p7&3,"ffessTdZT, April"217"1545 although the minutes are -very skimpy
concerning the subject.
IS
Ibid.. p. t»4, Sess. 4o2» April 22, 1645. Gouge and many other Presbyterians
misunderstood the Independent doctrine of gathered churches, Cf. Henry Burton, A




Ibid., p.132, Sept. 22, 1645, Sess. 506. It was not to their credit that Pres¬
byterians at the same time as they were denying Independents the right to gather
churches, were also endeavoring to keep them out of any livings that might turn up.
E.g. Sidrach Simpson (one of the Assembly Independents), was recommended to be
afternoon preacher at Somerset House, on Jan. 13, 1646/7, but the Assembly referred
it to a committee and delayed the transaction by a long period of red tape. Carruthers
thinks that it was primarily because they did not want to appoint an Independent.
Vide Everyday Work, op. cit., p.183.
21
Ephraim Pagitt, Heresiography, Or a Description of the He re ticks and Sec¬
taries Sprang up in these latter times, etc. (lourtn eoltlon, London, p.5?I7*
TETi~was a c^mmon~c«£^[aint by the Presbyteriaas. John Paget was perturbed in
the early 1630's when John Davenport came from England to Holland and not only re¬
fused to be co-pastor of his church, but took off "the most & choicest of the congre¬
gation. " Vide Raymond Phineas Steams, Congregationalism in the Dutch Nether¬
lands (Chicago: published by the Americah~Society oT ChurchIrllito ry, IWCTfTpTST".
22
Richard Banter, Reliquiae Baxterianae, App. HI, pp. 59, 62, 63, a.e cited in
Nuttall, Visible Saints, o-p~. cit., p7IWT~Dr. Nuttall gives one instance of a Presby¬
terian reversing TEc~ procedure arid wooing two members away froni an Independent
(ibid., p. 128). What would Baxter have said of this?
23
Richard Baxter, Church Concord; etc. p.I, Part I. Baxter lists 20 ill effects of
'private" or "gathered churches75! Cf. Chap. XII, number "10", p.42ff. This book
of Baxter's has a list of ten major differences between Presgyterians and Independ¬
ents in Part I. pp. 15-42, and is well worth studying for its bearing on present-day
denominational problems. The only concession which Baxter was willing to give the
Independents in this regard, was a. right to gather churches subject to the approval of
the local synod; vide Reliquiae Baxferianae, op. cit., pp.189,191, Lib. I, Part H,
in a letter to Philip Pfrye. Thomas Goodwin, iiiinis Constitution of Churches, op. cit.,
p. 390, said tl&t the sub-committee of divines in the AssemEfy'was willing^o"gran£
Independents the liberty to worship, but not to gather churches. This amounted to a
recognition of the status quo, but not of the right to expand. Both Goodwin and Baxter
saw the cruciality o£ this'matter. Baxter once, had a word of commeadatiim for
Jeremiah Burroughs (one of the Westminster Assembly Independents) becais.se he
supposedly "never practised their Church-gathering way". Vide Reliquiae Baste r-
iaaae: or Mr. Richard Baxter's Narrative of His Life and Time's TpuSlisEed "By""M&tihew
Sylvester,"London1676)7 prHT3, Part I. LiK.T.'HOiurraupi'es, In Sis Irenicum, To
The Lovers o£_ Truth arid Peace etc. (London: 1646), p.162, defends the right to "gather
cKurcHe s "by" quoting the great Voetius, Professor of Utrecht, and by giving several
reasons for allowing the practice. In Baxter's thinking, as in many moderns', the
principal thing wrong with the doctrine of gathered churches was that it meant separa-
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tion of believers from other believers and of one church from another church. He
granted a "lawful" separation from "infidels" or from "the World", but not from
other Christians unless the latter proved to be in false churches: vide ChurehvCon-
cord, op. cit., p.43. Cf. p.39Gf£, Chap. XU, Book VII, "Of the lawfulness of Gafcher-
ing^Suxches out of other Churchs. How if rightly stated it is not a Separation...
in Thomas Goodwin's Constitution of Churches, op. cit. Two modem writers on this
subject are Albert Peel, Inevitable "Cohgregatinaaalism {London: Independent Press
Ltd., 1937), p.64; et Norinan~Gdoda.il, Congregationalism Plus (London: 1953),p.58.
24
Thomas Fuller, The Church History of Britain, From the Birth of Jesus
Christ Until the Tear MCCXCVlil (Londnn. ed.: Thomas Tegg and"Son, 1837), p.'465,
mr: A church guilty of"steiiing'membere from other churches could only be accused
of schism and separation. Cf. Hetherington, op. cit, , p.189. Independent success,
according to Fuller, was due to the fact that, "a new ins. never waateth guests at
first setting up, especially if hanging out a fair sign, and promising more cleanness
and neatness that is in. any of their neighbors" (loc. cit,),
25
Cf. the'Westminster Confession of Faith definition in S. W. Garruthers, The
"Westminster Confession of Faith (Manchester: R» Aikman arid Son, 1937), p.139,
Chap. XXV7"sect. 17 ''TheTJatholic or universal Church which is invisible, consists
of the whole number of the elect. . .gathered into one, 'under Christ the Head thereof;"
et Thomas Goodwin, Of the Constitution, Order, and Discipline of the Churches of
Christ. (1696 ed.), p. 2497"Works7 vol." IVT^tSe Mystical Church,~7S~tEe AsseniSy
o2"alI~Saints, it is the whole "Family both m Heaven and Earth, Ephes. 3.15. which,
like the Sea, is too vast in this "World, to he gathered into one place. "
26
Puritanism inherited an unfinished task from the first reformers. Peter R.
MeKenzie, in a recent thesis presented to New College, University of Edinburgh,
1952, entitled, "'The Invisibility of the Church For Luther and Calvin, " has shows,
that "as Calvin's thought developed, the emphasis moved from the side of the in¬
visibility to that of visibility, and at the same time the tension between the two sides
was accentuated.. .Calvin's interest was more and more the restoration of the true
form of the church" (p.162), The completion of this movement in Calvin's thought
was left for seventeenth century successors. Thomas Goodwin spoke of the matter
of a visible church being "the main occasion of all Errors about Ecclesiastical Govern¬
ment, Men not discerning what was the Church which Christ intended: "vide hia Con~
stitution of Churches, op. cit., p. 241. For the debates in the Westminster Assembly
over the qrtestioii ©Fa general'visible church, vide George Gillespie, Notes of De¬
bates and Proceedings of the Assembly of Divines and other Commissioners'al" West-
rnlHiFeTTeTc. (Edl^rgEfmbeiFDglF£5cR5H7di .73TSdUHT 1846), p. 46, X&fclTZStE,
Alexander F. Mitchell et John Struthers (eds.), Minutes of the Sessions of
the Westminster Assembly of Divines etc. (Edinburgh: William BTaclcwdod and
FebTTS", 1645.
27
Apollonius, op. cit., p. 25. Cf. Samuel Hudson, The Essence and Uaitie of the
Church Cathollke Visible, and the Prioritie thereof in regard' of PaHIc^ar^CWrches
Discussed. "(London: 1645)7 p. 4 7T1horna a"Gootlwin," ifflitiConatltutloii of Churches, op.
HtT, p. I, paraphrases the Presbyterian doctrine. One naturally might"ask the "reason
why Presbyterians insisted oa the idea of a universal catholic church and several
answers might be given. One of these answers is that Presbyterians felt that Independ¬
ency (with its denial of the Catholic visible church) would undermine the future victory
of the militant Church. Adam Steuart is a case in point. Vide his Some Observations
and Annotations Upon the Apologeticall Narration, etc. (London:l643), epistle "To
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the Right Reverend, and Leamdd Divines, The Authors of The Apologeticall Narra¬
tion", unpaged. The Presbyterian concept of tke church militant should not be under¬
estimated in evaluating their idea of the church universal and visible. A curious
feature which appears again and again-in Presbyterian apologetic of the time is the
quotation of Canticles 6:10 to prove the doctrine militant. E.g. Alexander Henderson,
in Ms The Government and Order of the Church of Scotland (Edinburgh: 1691 ed., but
originally published in 1641), p. 51; George Gillespie, An Assertion of the Government
of the Church of Scotland, in the points of Ruling-Elders, and erf the Authority of Pres-
TSyterfesimd Synocl (Edinburgh: 1641), "To the Reader", unpaged; et John Arrowsmith,
A Great" Wonder in Heaven: or a lively Picture of the Militant Church, Drawn by a
divine I^enclll."Revel.12.12TTJiscovered on in a~§ermon Preached before the Honour¬
able House of Commons, aOJargarets Westminster, on the last Monethly Fast-day,
January 27, 1646/7, (London: 1647), p.l.
28
William Ames, The Marrow of Sacred Divinity, Drawne Out of the holy Scrip¬
tures, and the Interpareters thereof7~ami brought into "Method. (London: n.d/), p.178.
Cf. Henry Jacob, An attestation of many Learned, Godly, & famous Divines, Lightes
of Religion, and pillars of the Goipeli, justifying this doctrine, via:. That the church -
fovernment ought to bee always with the peoples free consent, etc. (n.p.: lfiO), p.191;'homas Hooker, A~Survey oftfie Summeof Church-Diacipli e. etc. (London: 1648),
p. 253, Part I.
vide A.F. Scott Pearson, Church and State: Political Aspects of Sixteenth Cen¬
tury Puritanism (Cambridge: University Press, 1928), p. 116. The disagreement be¬
tween them occurred over the relationsMp between the visible and invisible church.
J.S.Griffith, writing in the Congregational Quarterly, vol- XII: no. 4 (Oct., 1934),
p. 411, has rightly said that "the relation of the Church Visible to the Church Invisible
is a trouble that has vexed the centuries. " His article is entitled "The Church
Visible and Invisible."
30
Thomas Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op. cit., p. 223.
3l5>id,, p. 248. 32Ibid.t p. 5. 33ibid., p. 3. 34Ibid., p. 205. 35Ibid., p. 3.
36.
Loc. cit.
3^Loc. cit. Pessimism about the number of the elect could be defended as the
governing force moving much of Thomas Goodwin's ecclesiastical thinking.
38 iq
Ibid., p. 52. ^Ibid., pp. 42,43.
40
One of Goodwin's main arguments against the visible catholic church was
that it resembled the Roman Catholic teaching of the same subject. A Presbyterian
government, said Goodwin, "would make the Clergy, the Catholick Church in the
Creed; for to tell the Church, if it be a politick Body, is to tell those Elders which
Represent the whole" (Ibid., p. 157). Although Goodwin had misjudged true Presbyter-
iahism by saying that all of the elders were clergy when most of them were laymen,
yet he had illustrated the strongest principle of Congregationalism.. .i.e. that the
"people" are the church and no one else can usurp their prerogatives and authority.
41
Cf. Dwight Chichester Smith, "Robert Browne (1550 7-1633) as Churchman and
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Theologian, " unpublished Ph. D. thesis at New College, University of Edinburgh,
1936, p.341ff. for Browne's conception of the co^venated people. Several writers
have traced church covenants back to the 16th century anabaptists. Vide e.g. Rufus
M. Jones, Mysticism and Democracy in the English Commonwealth (Cambridge,
Mass. Harvard University I*ress, 193^Fi>TT9; A^S. P. Woodhouae Puritanism and
Liberty (London: J.M. Dent and Sons Limited, 1950), p. 72; Franklin H. LftteMT"
"The Anabaptist Concept of the Church" an essay from The Recovery of the Ana¬
baptist Vision (Scottdale, Pennsylvania : Herald Press, 0i5¥)» p. 121. wRatevear
. the origin, Ernst Troeltsch, The Social Teaching of the Christian Churches (tr.
by Olive Wyoa, London: George Allen fit Uhwin Ltd., 1931), p.221, is almost certain¬
ly right when he states that "the idea of a Church covenant is not Calvinistic in
origin." Geoffrey P, Nuttall, Visible Saints (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1957), p.6,
has called attention to the fact that Poullain's church at Frankfort, almost had a
church covenant, because he required every member to subscribe to a confession
of faith he had prepared.
42
William Ames, The Marrow of Sacred Divinity, Drawne Out of the holy Scrip¬
tures, and brought into "Method (London: n.d.), pp. 140, 141. One of Sues' s most
outstanding contemporaries on the Continent was Gisbert Voetius (1589-1676), the
famed Dutch theologian, whom Robert Baillie expected to write against the Independ¬
ents (vide supra), but who thwarted all such attempts. Douglas Nobbs, Theocracy
and Toleration (Cambridge: University Press, 1938), p.158, says of Voetius: "It
was of the greatest importance that a Calvinist theologian of the reputation of Voetius
should have emphasised so strongly the covenant as the essential characteristic of
the visible church." This is one strong reason why Voetius stood so close to the In -
dependents and perplexed the Scottish Presbyterians. Other writers on the subject
are Thomas Hooker, A Survey of the Summe of Church-Discipline. etc. (London:
1648), 68£f., Parti. CSap. VU, fTAn Answer to Argument¥ made against the Church
covenant"; An Answer of the Several! Cburches in New EnglancTunto Nme Positions,
Sent Over to Them (BylEvers Reverend and godly*Ministers in EnglaadJ~to declare
tbeir Judgements therein, etc. (London: 1643, appended to the answer to thirty two
questions), which is all about church covenants; J. Max Patrick, Hugh Peters, A
Study in Puritanism (The University of Buffalo Studies: Published under the direc-
tion of fEe Committee on Publications of the Roswell Park Publication Fund), Vol.
17: no.4 (March, 1946), p«195ff., Chap. 14, "Church Covenants"; et Allan Simpson,
Puritanism in Old and. New England (Chicago; University of Chicago Press, 1955),
p.19-38, Chap. 2, "Tile Covenanted Community. "
43
Henry Burton, A Vindication of Churches, commonly called Independent: etc.
(London: 1644), p. 28.
44twq Letters Which passed between the Reverend Mr. John Goodwin and
Author, concerning aTSmrch-Covenant, bound in Vol. IV7~Works (1696 ed.), p. 38.
45Ibid.,p,39. 46Ibid.,p.41. 47Ibid., p.43. 48Ibid., p.46.
49
Loc. cit. In his whole defense, Thomas Goodwin gives not one New Testament
proof for his practice. This failure of Goodwin to answer the question as it was put
to him was noticed by Thomas Edwards, in his Antapologia: Or A Full Answer to
the Apoiogeticall Narration of Mr. Goodwin, et al (London: 1646), p. 67, wko re-
BSEes Thomas Goodwin for delaying so long to answer John Goodwin's criticism.
Edwards also quotes John Goodwin's letter against Thomas in his The Casting dovme
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of the last stronghold of Satan, or a Treastise against Toleration and pretended
merty of Conscience: etc. (London: 164V), p. 120. The only surprising thing is to
find Eawards agreeing with John Goodwin in anything. The latter was one of the
decade's most vociferous exponents of religious liberty and toleration!
50
It is well to remark that we have not found a single instance where the sub¬
ject of church covenants was ever mentioned or debated in the discussions at the
Westminster Assembly where so many minute points of polity were thrashed out
during those long years of theological wrangling. None of the four great primary
documents have anything to say on the subject. George Gillespie's Notes of De¬
bates and Proceedings of the Assembly of Divines and other Commissioners at
Westminster, etc. jEdinburgh: Robert Ogle and Oliver and Boyd, 1846); John Light-
foot, The Journal of the Proceedings of The Assembly of Divines: etc. (Works, vol.
Xni, ed. John Rogers Pitman, London: 1824); Alexander P. Mitchell et John
Struthers (eds.), Minutes of the Sessions of the Westminster Assembly of Divines
etc. (Edinburgh: William Blackwood and Sons, 1874); et David Laing (ed.T, The
Letters and Journals of Robert Baillie, etc. (Edinburgh: Robert Ogle, 1841), these
four are all significantly silent about the subject ever coming before the Assembly.
^Samuel Rutherford, The Due Bight erf Presbyteries or, A Peaceable Plea for
the Government of the Church of Scotland (London:!644), p7S8. Richard Baxter, in
bis Church Concor57~etc. (London: 1691), p. 19* has a quotation purporting to show
that Rutherford did not consider church covenants to be "unlawfull". But once again,
it would appear that Baxter has oversimplified an issue and warped an author in
order to facilitate his quest for unity.
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Rutherford, Due Right, op. cit., p. 89. Cf. John Goodwin's letter to Thomas
Goodwin, op. cit., p. 40. The question one has to ask in the case erf any appeal by
Rutherford to the example of the primitive church, however, is one erf validity.
Rutherford had already admitted that the polity erf the primitive church was metamor¬
phosed by centuries erf development. Vide supra. Therefore, how could anything be
proven by an argument like this ?
53
Baxter, Church Concord, op. cit., p. 19. This is at the beginning erf Chap.
IV, "Necessity of a Church Covenant". Baxter writes (p. 2!, ibid), "nature and the
Scripture Presidents in the Old Testament, and the De>ctrine of the Apostles, and
ancient Practice of the Churches, do satisfie us erf the usefulness erf Holy Coven¬
ants, prudently, seasonably and seriously made." He also discusses the covenant
in his "Treatise erf Confirmation".
Vide John Dury, A Epistolary Discourse... Written by Mr. John Dury to Mr.
Tho. Goodwin, et al (London: 1644), p. 36, who was willing to grant Independents
their use of church covenants.
55
Guilielmus Apollonii, A Consideration erf Certain Controversies at this time
agitated in the Kingdoms of England, Concerning the Government of the Church erf
God. etc^n[Condcn: 1645), pp.14,16. According to this writer, the Kelormed Churches
only denied that it "is absolutely necessary and essential to the constitution erf a true
visible Church, so that without such a Covenant there would be no visible Church of
God, no member of a true or pure Church? (p.17, ibid,). Apoilonius's Chap.2,
"Of a Church-Covenant" (p.l3ff.) was answered by John Norton, in his Responsio
ad Totarn Quaestionum"5yllogen a clarissimo Viro Domino Guilielmo Apollonio
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Ecclesiae Middleburgensis Pastore, propositara. Ad componendas controversias
q'uasdam circa Politiam Ecclesiasticam in Anglia nunc tempoms agitatas spectantem.
(Londini: 1648), p.20ff., Cap. 11, "De foedere Ecclesiaitico'^
56
The subject of the Holy Spirit in relation to the written Word was a perplexing
one for Puritanism as a whole, but was not a divisive matter in the Presbyterian-
Independent controversy. We must therefore pass it by.
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Lewis Du Moulin, The Conformity of the Discipline and Government of those
who are commonly; called Independents To that of the Ancient Primitive Christians.
(London: 1680), p."26.
^^Ilobert Baiilie, A Dissuasive from the Errours of the Time (London: 1646), p. 60.
^Loc. cit. John Bast-wick also had a similar idea when he said that Independents
work "onely for the advancement and fomenting of their faction", instead of for
evangelism. Vide Baiilie, op. cit., p.151, for this quotation. Dr. Geoffrey F.
Nuttall, in his recent book, "Visible Saints (Oxford: Basil Blacfcwell, 1957), p.161,
implies an Independent lack of evangelistic fervor particularly in regard to
missionary activity.
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This contention would be very difficult to prove. A good deal of the Independ¬
ent impetus toward preaching without ordination (ie. lay preaching) came from a
genuine desire to get the gospel out to as many as possible. Presbyterians, who
guarded the right to preach with the sword of the magistrate, could not convincingly
accuse others of lack of evangelistic fervor. Vide supra on lay preaching. Another
answer to this untrue accusation is the fact of the Savoy Declaration of Faith having
added a chapter (XX) to the Westminster Confession of Faith on the Subject of
the Gospel. In many respects, Congregationalists were more interested in evangel¬
ism than their more orthodox rivals.
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Richard Baxter, Gildas Salvianus: The Reformed Pastor (ed. by John T. Wilkinson,
London: The Epworth Press, 1955), p.130. Several other specific examples could
be cited where Presbyterians were not too interested in the salvation of sauis. E.g.
S.W. Carruthers, The Everyday Work of the Westminster Assembly (Philadelphia:
The Presbyterian Historical societies of England and America, 1943), p. 79, gives
an instance of Herbert Palmer coming into the Assembly with a report one day that
"some of the City ministers £i.e. the Pre sbyte riansj were preaching rather of
other things than to bring men to repentance." Samuel Rutherford admitted in his
Survey of Antichrist, p. 261, that stamping out heresy by the magistrate was more
important than "conversion of soules, or propagating the gospel", as cited by W.K.
Jordan, The Development of Religious Toleration in England 1640-1660 (London:
George Allen & Unwin Ltd." 1938), p.296, 111. Jordan says that the best Independ-
ents held that the church's primary job was to propagate the gospel, not to extirpate
heresy as many of the Radical Presbyterians believed. Vide op. cit., p. 444, III.
62
Thomas Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op. cit., p. 200.
Goodwin, Zerubbabels encouragement to finish the temple, as found




Baillie, Dissuasive, op. citp. 60. Cf. Samuel Hutherford, The Due Right
of Presbyteries or, A PeaceaBle Flea for the Government of the ChurcE of Scot-
land (London: 154¥), p. 175.
^Albert Peel (fed.), The Savoy Declaration of Faith and Order, 1658 (London:
Independent Press, 1939),~~p771, Sect. XtV] of i(0rder'1. NoFonly did the'Xndepend-
ents make provision for ministers to minister to those outside their church member¬
ships, but some of the leaders of Independency had even gone farther still. In
their Propositions for the Propagation of the Gospel, Owen, Goodwin, et al, suggest¬
ed in 1652, that a law should be passed making attendance on preaching compulsory
unless the conscience had specific reasons against it. Vide F.J. Fowicke, "The
Independents of 1652", Transactlons of the ^ongrcgationSTHistorical Society. Vol.
IX (1924-1926), p. 23f., proposition no. 'll*'.
67
John Cotton, The Way of the Churches of Christ in New England, etc. (Lon¬
don: 1645), p. 56.
68
Thomas Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op. cit., p. 313.
^Loc. cit. ^®Loc. cit. "^Ibi&.„ p. 255. ^Loc. cit.
73Ibid., p. 379.
CHAPTER XUI
CONCEPT OF THE CHURCH (CONT.}
SECTION Is JUS DIVINUM REGIMINIS ECCLESIASTICI
"Expediency" was not the usual modus operandi in ecclesiastical affairs during
the seventeenth century.* It was an era with a multitude of theories of "divine
right", not all of which were confined to matters of religion. Rome, Geneva, and
Canterbury may all have claimed authority jure divino^ but they were certainly
not the only ones to do so. The Erastians in the House of Commons (exemplified by
William Pym) practically sponsored a jus divinum of Parliament; to the Levellers,
it was a divine right of the people; to King Charles, it was a divine right of kings;
to the ^Higlicans, a divine right of bishops; to the Scots, a divine right of Presbytery;
and even Oliver Cromwell seemed to believe in a divine right of victory.
The fact of there being so many Puritan principles established jure divino can
perhaps be traced back to their view of the inerrancy of Scripture and to the unity
and power of truth. "Whatever faithful advice.. .hath the imprimatur of scripture
upon it, comes armed with the authority of heaven" was their cry.3 Puritans
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believed that the truth of God was all white. There were no blacks or even grays
to mar its purity.
Errours fight among themselves; this indeed is one great difference
between truth and errour, that truth though it be contrary to errour,
yet one truth is never contrary to another, truth is one and uniforme;
but many errours are not only contrary to truth, but to errours also.4
The concept of absolute truth lay at the basis of most Puritan thinking about divine
right. 5 Thus Rutherford could say that Presbyterians prayed for one thing and In¬
dependents for another; it was obvious that God could not answer both. ^ Someone
was certain to be disappointed. Contradictory prayers are not prompted by the same
Spirit, because ''the same Spirit doth not breathe contrary motions."^ And John
Dury, for the same reason, said that the Parliament should not "authorize two
different Wayea of Church Government in a State, " because to do so would admit "of
g
a seed of perpetuall Division within it selfe. "
All of the Presbyterians did not wish their ecclesiastical system to be established
on a ius divinn-m basis. 9 but those who did won the day. Thomas Cartwright had
made ample room for such a turn of events:
The Discipline of Christs Church that is necessary for all
times is delivered by Christ, and set downe in the holy
Scriptures.il
And when the London ministers looked in the scriptures, they found that the Presby¬
terian system was that discipline about which their predecessor had spoken^ One of
the most naive statements, about the divine right of Presbytery came from the pen
of Robert Baillie. "Great wrestling have we for the erecting of our Presbyterie. It
must be a divine thing to which so much resistance is made by men of all sorts. "13
Since most historians have not failed tc allude to, criticize, or commend the
Presbyterian doctrine of jus divinum (depending on their respective prejudice,) it
is superfluous for us to attempt any further treatment of it. But perhaps the fact that
Independents also believed ih ecclesiastical government jure divino has been slighted
by some. 14 That the problem of jus divinum was of vital importance to the Independ-
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ents is evident from the fact that they wished to place it on the agenda for debate
the first thing in the Westminster Assembly. 15 Arid not only did they want to debate
it first at the Assembly, but it is evident in their writings that many Independents
had a deep appreciation for a polity established jure divi.no. It was the farthest
thing from their minds to think of establishing a church government which did not
have the stamp of jus divinum on it. The New England elders were asked by the
Puritans in Old England whether or not they would allow any other polity besides
their Congregational*^ and they answered:
The Discipline appointed by Jesus Christ for Ms Churches
is not arbitrary, that one Church may set up and practice one
forme, and another forme, as each one shall please, but is one
and the same for all Churches, and in all the Essentials and
Substantial!s of it unchangable, and to be kept till the appearing
of Jesus Christ. And if that Discipline which we here practice,
be (as we are perswaded of it) the same which Christ hath appointed
and therefore unalterable, we see not how another ca:> be lawful!;
and therefore if a company of people shall come Mther, and here
set up and practice another, we pray you thinks not much, if we
can not promise to approve them in so doing. I1?
Independents on both sides of the Atlantic felt that theirs was a government of God's
approval; they did no t agree with the Erastians who denied all semblance of jus
divinum. There was only one polity prescribed in holy Writ:
the Apostles themselves had no other libertie to doe any
thing about the calling, planting, ordering, and regulating
of Churches, but what they had immediately given them by
Christ, and his Spirit. *8
Independents, no less than Presbyterians, believed that the Bible contained a perfect
rule of church government. TMs rule may prove difficult to find, but it must be
sought nevertheless. Anything short of a Scriptural polity is only ju3 humanum:
wee cannot doubt but that Christ hath left an exact prescript
forme of government in his Word, for the Church of the New
Testament; so we ought diligently, in the use of all good meanes,
to enquire after that good old way, and to finde as much of it as
wee can, and to follow what we know. 19
The difference between Presbyterians and Independents wai- not that one believed in a
jus divinum polity and the other did not. It was rather that one was willing "to admit
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that his conception of the jug divinum might be faulty. There was still only one
true discipline. The problem was to find it.20 This was plainly the positionof the
Apologeticall Narration authors who said that
for all cases wherein we saw not a cleare resolution from
Scripture , example, or direction, we stil professedly suspended,
until God whould give us further light, not daring to eeke out what
was defective in our light in matters Divine with humane prudence,
(the fatall errour to Reformation) 21
There is no stronger refutation of Winthrop Hudson's contention viz. that In¬
dependents denied their polity to be jure divino, than the case of Thomas Goodwin.
According to Goodwin,
if Christ hath not setled by his Institution the Order, Dis¬
cipline and Government of his Churches, if he had not given
Established Rules for Church Censures, Admonitions and Excom¬
munication: If a certain Platform of Church-Government, had not
been fixed by him, we should have no Warrant to endeavour a
Reformation, when the Order and Discipline of the Churches of
Christ is impaired, and almost lost... And without a Rule of Divine
Institution, there could be no setting things right, when amiss. 22
Goodwin not only believed that there was a divinely given polity for all time, but he
went even further than that. "That Church-power, " he said "which cannot shew a
set and constant Divine Rule.. .is not of God. Christ did not establish a church
government which changed from age to age according to human frailty, for it "is
suitable to all Ages, times and places. "24 There is no necessity for modifications
in different environments. Pragmatism and utilitarianism were not in Thomas Good¬
win's repertoire of theological dogma. If any think that Church government should
change from age to age, then "it lies upon those, that affirm it, to prove that.. .the
government in apostolic churches.. .was an act of necessity, and not voluntary and
as it should stand in all ages. The polity of the New Testament is perfect and
divinely established and should never be polluted with human, accretions.
I Cor. 17.17. 'So I ordain in all the Churches; 'and that
which will suit all Churches, all States, all Times, is cer¬
tainly rather the Pattern than any other. Christ did not make
one Form for Cities, and another for Villages; one Form for
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times of Persecution and another Form for times o£ Peace;
for what suited times of Persecution, would suit times of Peace
also: And as the laws of Men, consider what is best for the
generality of Men, so the Institutions of Christ considered, what
was best for his Church of the New Testament, throughout all
Ages, and all conditions and places whatsoever. 26
Whatever this New Testament Polity, it is forever binding, fits every age, and such
is the Congregational way.^
SECTION J: SYNODS AND THE RELATION OF CHURCHES
One of the main points of difference between the Savoy Declaration of the In¬
dependents and the Westminster Confession of Faith was their different points of
view concerning the use of synods.^® This was one of the principal issues dividing
the Presbyterians and Independents. Robert Balilie considered it one of the two great¬
est points in the entire controversy.
Although Independents disagreed with Presbyterians over many aspects of the
use of synods, they did not repudiate entirely the use of such synods of churches.30
In the main, they agreed with the statement of William ^mess
Yet Particular Churches, as their communion doth require, the
light of nature and equity of rules and examples of Scripture doe
teach, may and oftentimes also ought to enter into a mutual con¬
federacy and fellowship among themselves in Classes, and Synods,
that they may use their common aansenfc and mutuall helpe as much
as fitly may be, in those things especially, which are of greater
moment; but that combination doth neither constitute a new forme
of a Church, neither ought it to take away, or diminish any way,
that liberty and power which Christ hath left to his Churches, for
the directing and farthering whereof it onely serves.®
Both in New England and in Old England, Congregational!sts allowed the use of synods
to determine points of doctrine, but denied their use in governing churches. The New
England elders admitted that "the consociation of Churches into Classes and Synods
we hold to be lawfull, and in some cases necessary. ^ And the Independents at the
Westminster Assembly concurred.:
274
we judge Synods to be of great use, for the finding out,
and declaring of Truth in difficult cases, .. .For the heal¬
ing offences but we deny a standing use of them33
Only Puritan Independents on the extreme Left Wing took any other position in
regard to synods.^
Although Independents readily admitted that there is a constructive purpose in
synods, they also emphasized that such synods were always subject to error be¬
cause ©f the frailty of men comprising them. "They are all but men, " wrote Thomas
Hooker, "and may erre : their judgements given in a synod are not the rule, but
must be regulated. To avoid fallibility was impossible, even if the most godly
men in the kingdom were members of that council. "Call a Synod of the learnedest,
and highest esteem in the world, " said Henry Burton, "yet even such a Synod may
in some things and those fundamentall too, possibly run into, and wrap themselves
in foul errours."^ And since all ecclesiastical councils are subject to error, it
follows that no one should submit his conscience to the decrees of councils. "A
man is not bound in conscience to follow their decrees upon penalty of sin, arrogancy,
etc. and not to seeke the least exemption from what they determin whose decrees
3 6a
may be subject to as great errors as any."
The Westminster Assembly carefully worded their Confession of Faith regarding
the fallibility of Synods:
All synods or councils, since the Apostles' times, whether general
or particular, may err; and many have erred. Therefore they are
not to be mads the rule of faith or practice; but to be used as a help
in both. 37
But this was not the position adopted by many Presbyterians, Thomas Edwards con¬
tended that "ministers and synods in their interpretations and decisions going accord¬
ingly to the Word of God, which is infallible, judge infallibly. "38 He believed that a
synod which operated on scriptural principles would reach an inerrant conclusion.
Samuel Rutherford agreed with Edwards. He held that the formal conscience of the
church determined by majority vote in council must be supreme over individual
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consciences, because synods have the power to interpret the Word infallibly.^
George Gillespie was just as explicit:
for if they ji.e. a council decree and determine nothing but
from the Scriptures, .. .and if they examine all questions
according to the Scriptures, and in all their Decrees follow
the voyce of the Scripture, then may they affirme that the holy
Ghost hath so decreed. 40
And John Bastwick complained that one of the tenets of the Independents was that they
held council decrees to be subject to the individual conscience of every saint: "What¬
soever a State, an Assembly or Councell shall say, ought not to bind the Saints,
41further then the judgement of those Saints shall leade them."
This Presbyterian tendency to impose synodical decrees upon the consciences
of men was one of the things which irritated Independents the most.
Truth is compar'd in Scripture to a streaming fountain; if her
waters flow not in a perpetual progression, they sick'n into a
mudiy pool of Conformity and Tradition. A man may be a Heretic
in the truth; and if he believe things only because his Pastour says
so, or the Assembly [.i.e. the Westminster Assembly or any
assemblyj so determines, without knowing other reason, though . _
his belief be "true; yet the very truth he holds, becomes his heresie.
Independents detected in Presbyterian apologetic a certain authoritarianism
which ran counter to the spirit of Protestantism. Having thrown off the yoke of Rome
and Canterbury, they were not about to embrace a new system with all the evils of
the old.
no one mans conscience may be the rule of another;.. .neither
may all the mens consciences in the world be the Judge of any
one mans.. .we find neither rule, example, nor reasons from
Scripture, t_o force men to Religion j_by imposing the decress
of a council j .43
The government of the Church, according to Independent theory, is a government
whereby each particular church has a complete and entire power within itself. There
is no higher authority than the authority which rests within each local body of believers.
Presbyterian theory, on the other hand, provided for a government of the Church
by means of a gradually ascending scale of subordinated assemblies.
why else doth the Apostle charge them all to take heed, to
all the Flocke over which the H. G. had made them overseers?
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Why Flocke ? unless to knit and knead them into one dependency
of government upon their assembled Pastors; and why all? unless
because all the overseers were to have a joynt Synodal! care of
all the Congregations ?44
Not only was there to be a system of inferior and superior courts, but their
purpose was to insure the unity and uniformity of the church through the discipline
they would render.
We judge that there is an Ecclesiastical! and sacred communion
betweene particular Churches, not only as they joyned in a
brotherly communion, and professe one common faith and piety;
and have and exercise a government and Ecclesiastical discipline
in common.
Perhaps the most objectionable feature of Presbyterianism from the standpoint
of the Independents, was its insistence on subordinated assemblies which submerged
the actual church; power of particular churches. Without these higher assemblies,
Presbyterians maintained, there could be no effective control of individual churches.46
Of all the many Presbyterian writers, George Gillespie gives as clear an exposition
of the Presbyterian system of subordinated assemblies as any. The reasons for hav¬
ing a system of subordinated assemblies are many: (1) "That causes common to many
congregations, ought not to be judged by any one of them"; (2)".. .the greatest part
of particular congregations have not in their proper Elderships so many men of
sufficient abilities." (3) ^or "difficult cases" the injured party can "referre the
same into a higher Court." (4) "Congregations which lye neare together, ought all
as one to keep unity and conformity in Church policy and government." (5) For the
sake of any "comperition" or "controversy" between two separate churches, and
finally, (6)because "our Classicall Presbyteries have a certaine warrant from the
patterne of the Apostolicall Churches. "47 Gillespie's main contention against the
Independents was that their system did not adequately provide for the remedying of
heresy within particular churches :
without a subordination among Ecclesiastical Courts, and the
authority of the higher above the inferior, it were utterly
277
impossible to preserve unity, or to make an end of controversie
in a Nation.48
Because Congre gationalists believed that church power was confined to the
jurisdiction of each local church, they rejected Presbyterian plans to create a
galaxy of ascending courts.
No Church hath power of Government over another, but each of
them hath chiefe power within it selfe, and all of them equal!
power one with another, every Church hath received alike the
power of binding and loosing, opening and shutting the Kingdome
of Heaven but one of another all of them are Sisters; all of them
Sarahs, all of them Queens, none Hagar, none of them Concubines
but by their owae corruption or usurpation of others. Finally, all
of them, are Candlesticks of the same precious mettell and in the
middest of them all Christ equally walketh.49
The principle of "independeacy" got its name from the Congregational repudiation of
subordinated assemblies.50 la their Apologeticall Narration, the Independents,
at the Westminster Assembly spent a great deal of their efforts showing that although
they did not believe in subordinated assemblies to force churches in matters of dis¬
cipline, yet they did hold each local church responsible morally to the combined wishes
of sister churches. The Apologists claimed that "Churches as wel as particular men
are bound to give no offense neither to Jew nor Gentile, nor the Churches of God they
live amongest."^ They said that although each church is independent in the sense of
having the final word in matters of discipline, yet still that church has a duty regarding
its neighbors. ^
There are few subjects more discussed than the matter of synods in Thomas Good¬
win's book on church government. Assemblies of ministers do have authority, main¬
tained Goodwin;
The Judgment of many Ministers Assembled, hath an Authority of
Reverence in it, because they are Wise; yea, and because they are
the Ministers of Christ, by whose Judgments, Jesus Christ leadeth
Men into Truth; and as they are Ministers of Christ, they have a
special Blessing accompanying of them, and all such Respects the"
Consciences of Men are to take in to move them to yield to what they
declare and determine: Yet, still this doth not arise to the consider¬
ation of Juridical Authority, which they have from Christ, over those
whom they would guide, but such a Man's own Elders have. 53
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These synods are occasional only and should have 110 standing institution. And
when they do meet, it is only to advise the churches, not impose sentence or decree
upon them.^These occasional synods cannot force churches against their will. 56
The important thing these assemblies can do is to define doctrine:
we judge Synods to be of great use for the finding out, and declaring
of Truth in Difficult cases, and encouragement to walk in the Truth,
for the healing offenses: and to give Advice unto the Magistrate, in
matters of Religion. 5'
But these synods do not have the power of excommunication as claimed by the Pres¬
byterians.
The synods which Thomas Goodwin envisaged, however, were not new forms of
churches. By denying that a synod is a form of church, Goodwin ran counter to Pres¬
byterian apologists, who claimed that synods and presbyteries were representative
churches. "We affirm," wrote Apollonius, "that a company of Presbyters met to¬
gether with Ecclesiastical! jurisdiction for transacting Church affairs, are a Church;
to wit, a ministerial!, or a governing and representative Church. "59 Against this
view, Goodwin pointed out that officers Mare no where called the Church it self" tn
Scripture.6® He put forth a simile of the elders being eyes in the body [i.e. the
church j but the eye can function properly in no other body but their own particular
church. 6^ Nor can Presbyterians prove their point from history, because even
among the Grecians,& K 77 'u' was never used for a representative
Meeting only of Officers, but of the People also, and so it is in
Acts 19.39,41. where the People making a tumult, it is called
£7',x/\ ->/--/ ^ * although an unlawful one. 62
One of the mo^t telling of all of Goodwin's arguments against the Presbyterian "represen
tative church" idea, was that it interfered with the Church's immediate connection
with Christ. Presbyterians contended that the primary end of their Presbyteries was to
govern the churches, but
Many Churches become one Church to no Officer in the World but
Christ, and ... tins pretence of the Elders being the Church,
would make many Churches one Church to a company of Elders, that
they may govern them. 63
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Furthermore, these "representative churches"' have no reason for being other than
discipline. This is only part of the function of true churches, because true churches
must meet primarily for worship. "Eeclesia est numerus fidelium. . .Divino et Dis-
ciplina Gommunicantium, but a Presbyteri&l Church ) i.e. a synod, or presbytery !
cannot be such, because it meets for discipline and not for worship. "If such a Pre is-
byte rial company of Elders were a Church, then Discipline must merely constitute
a Church as a Church, " but all divines agree that even churches defective in their ex¬
ecution of discipline are still true churches. 65 Discipline is not that which constitutes
a true Church. Presbyterian theory makes for two kinds of churches;one (a particular
church) for worship, and the other (a presbytery or synod) for discipline. In reality,
there should be no distinction and both functions are properly recognized in any well
ordered Christian community. &&
Thus, the whole Presbyterian system is too complex. It creates all sorts of
churches and courts and assemblies: Congregatinnal, classical, synodical, and national.
A multitude of distinctions of offices and jurisdictions must be made to define the in¬
tricacies of this mammoth complexity . But Independency is different;
whilst to them, there are many Bodies, and many Churches;
and Lords many, and Presbyteries many; our way is single,
natural, uniform, and to us there is but one Church, one Pres¬
bytery, having mutual relation one to another. One Church for the
Seat of Worship, the same Church for the Seat of Discipline; and
hereby all these groundless Distinctions are in a few words taken away.^
Against subordination, Goodwin was adamant, There was no such thing in the
New Testament and those who instigated subordinated assemblies were guilty of adding
to the Word of God. "The New Testament is silent in it"; the Apostles never mention
it. 68 Not only are they unbiblical in origin, but to set them up in England wGuld rear
"up a Worldly Frame and Theater for Elders, through several Stairs, to eater upon
the Heritage of the Lord. "69
The very basis of subordination of assemblies presupposes that each particular
church is not complete in itself with an independent power and authority. Presbyterians
say that local churches are true churches, but how can they be trie churches if they
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are deficient in power? It is a contradiction of terms,'® and denies the fundamental
principle of all Reformed Churches, "Ecclesiae sunt pares, .. .and Par in pa rem
non habet potestatem. " ^
Subordination of assemblies was an intricate part of the Presbyterian doctrine
of the universal visible church. And in order to support their contentions and to
accredit the representatives in these ascending courts, they made all the elders
responsible to the universal visible church rather than to the particular church where
they labored. 72 But here Goodwin began sawing off the limb on which his rivals
found themselves. For if each elder in every particular church were automatically
an elder in the church universal and visible, then what about support? Should each
congregation support all the elders in the world with money?But no one does this.
Furthermore, the re is the analogy of the deacons:
Now if the Deacons Office should thus be extended to all the
Congregations, as the Elders is; then why should not each
Church be bound to bring Contributions to the Deacons of each
Church, to be distributed in common; and so our Purses should
be subject to the Deacons in common, as far as our consciences
to the Elders in common'"*
Not only did Goodwin urge this argument from analogy against the Presbyterians, but
he also reworked one of the stock Puritan arguments against the prelates:
Elders.. .are to Govern only that Flock that they are able to
Feed; and therefore they have not the Office of Overseeing, as
ordinary Elders over those whom they Feed not.. .1 Pet. 5.2.
Tis one Argument used against Episcopal power, that they are
enforced to obey him that speaks not the Word to them, nor
watcheth over their Souls; and this holds as well against these
Presbyterial Offices.75
To have elders in respect of the universal church is a "Popish principle", ^ worthy
more of the Jesuits thaOi of Christian churches."'''
One of the reasons that prompted Presbyterians to champion their system of
subordinated assemblies or courts was that they wanted to insure that no one should
wrongfully be convicted of any disciplinary charge. A man could appeal to higher and
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higher courts ia the hope that he might eventually be exonerated. Against
this view, Goodwin stated that from the local church "there can be no Appeal;
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nor of which no Act of Repeal can be made by any Supream Court of Earth."
Such appeals cannot be a help to keeping scandals out of the church:
How doth the dividing of things thus retard their proceedings,
in case of open and manifest Scandals? How must needs so
many removes rather harden the Man, than soften him, and
in stead of being a means of doing him good, be a vexation to
him ? *9
There are no appeals in the Genevan Church set up under Calvin and the system
seems to work very well. ^ And if they were set up in England, Presbyteries
would be more busy with appeals than with evangelism and worship. To allow
such appeals separated the person from those who know him best and are the
better judges of his case. The higher the court of appeal, the more removed he
becomes from his friends and neighbor Christians who alone are in a position
to judge his repentance with justice. ^
These appeals still being made from one Ecclesiastical Court
to another, and those Superior (when the cause is out of the
Congregations Hands) consisting most of Pastors, or if of
others, yet of Persons Ecclesiastical (for as such they sit in
those Assemblies being Homogenial Members of Presbyteries,
and lay Elders you will not call them) by this, means all causes
are taken up into the Clergies Hands, abstracted from the People;
and the Clergy will take part one with another, and the one Ratifie
what the lower hath done, and the High Commission did what a
particular Bishop had done, against an inferior Minister or
other. 82
One of the strongest arguments which Goodwin brought against the Presby¬
terian system of subordination was that it would lead to tyranny. History showed
that Presbyterianism eventually leads to one man rule. "It is not against the
essence, " he said, "or the constitution of Government, (as Presbyterial Divines
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acknowledge) that one Man should be a constant Moderator. "
The tyranny which Thomas Goodwin feared was not the worst of his expect¬
ations from the proposed Presbyterian subordinations of assemblies. He believed
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that to build up a pyramid of power would eventually enable Antichrist to seise
control at the very top and so bring the whole structure under his sway. Only
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"Antichrist and Bishops would subordinate Officers. " Furthermore, Goodwin
was afraid that if democratic practice prevailed in these higher assemblies,
that the godly would inevitably be outvoted.
The greater number of Churches professing Religion, are more
corrupted; the pure Churches are fewer,. It had been ill for
Philadelphia and the Angel, and Elders thereof, if those seven
Churches in Asia, had been cast into such a Subordinate Assoc¬
iation for Government, to be exercised by the Angels and Elders
of all the other six Churches, with the rest in Asia. And the like
may bo said of the purer Reformed Churches in Germany; if the
greater number of those that yet were True Churches, should
have ruled the lesser; then (Lutheran? and Calvinists, being
bound to this Government) the Lutfe€rans (being also T rue Churches,
and yet the more in number) would by vertue of this Law, have
soon corrupted the purer. 5
Inlthe light of the foregoing discussion of Independent rejection of Presby¬
terian notions of a system of subordinated assemblies, the question now arises
as to what kind of bond existed amongst Congregational churches. Probably,
there was no point in,the controversy more misrepresented by Presbyterians
than this one. Roughly speaking, the issue was between a "common fellowship"
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of churches and a "common Presbytery" of churches. But a loosely knit
fellowship of individual congregations was unacceptable to Presbyterians. Daniel
Cawdry complained that since the Independents denied any Catholic visible church,
87
it was tantamount to denying "all communion of churches. " John Dury averred
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that Independency was a "Church Way of Non-Communion". Congregationalism,
39
asserted Thomas Edwards, ""overthrowes Communion of Saints.V According to
90
Samuel Rutherford, the Independents had "no Communion of sister Churches. "
And William Prynne steadfastly maintained that Independency did not lend itself
91
to "communion one with another". There was not one-of these apologists who
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was correct in Ms assessment of Ms rivals.
The basic disagreement on the matter of the relationship between churches
seemed to be over a spiritual fellowship versus a political integration. It was
not fellowship of churches which Coagregationalists refused; it was the equating
of political integration (i.e. in Presbyteries) with spiritual fellowship. They
denied that fellowship was impossible except on a "politick" or uruformitariaa
basis. But this does not mean that churches did not have a duty towards each
other. Far from it. "It was Caia"s prophase Spirit that said, Am I my Brother's
Keeper? and it savoureth of the Rancor of Cain's Spirit to eay, What hath one
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church to do with..aaother ? " Let Churches have communion jure fraternitatis
instead of insisting on a jus jurisdictionis. ^ There is a divine necessity for
fellowship between churches: "As it was not good for Adam, the New Creature
of the First World, to be alone; so nor for the New Creature of Christ's World.
Not to recognise the principle of fellowship in seventeenth century Congregation¬
alism (as many Presbyterians did) was inexcusable.
every particular congregation be an absolute church, having
no jurisdiction over it but Christ alone, and that immediately;
yet it is not separated or divided from the neighbour churches,
so as that it should not hold communion .with them, or a con¬
sociation, communicating together in all mutual1 offices of
helpe, counsel, confcurt, resolution in doubts, advice in diffi¬
culties, and the like.
The writers of the Apologetlcall Narration vehemently denied that they lacked
communion between sister churches. From the wording of the document, it
would appear that one of the prime factors prompting its publication was the
misconceptions abroad concerning the Independent doctrine of church communion.
That it was the most to be abhorred maxima that any Religion
hath ever made profession of, and therefore of all other the
most contradictory and dishonourable unto that of Christianity,
that a single and particular society of men professing the name
of Christ, and pretending to be endowed with a power from
Christ to judge them that are of the same body and society
within themselves, should further arrogate unto theqpnselves as
exemption from giving account or being censurable by any other,
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either Christian Magistrate above them, or neighbour Churches
about them.
SUMMARY
Section f: It has been alleged by a recent author that Independency and Pres-
byterianism differed over their respective views of the divine right of church
government. In this section we have endeavored to prove the contrary, that
both Puritan parties considered their church polity divinely given and binding
for all time.
Section J: Both parties had a use for synods. Presbyterians wished them to
govern; Congregationalists wished them to decide difficult matters of doctrine.
The former made a synod's decree binding on all believers; the latter subjected
all such decrees to individual conscience. Presbyterians wanted a universal
visible church held together by an integrated series of gradually ascending church
assemblies; Independents championed a spiritual and mystical fellowship of
churches without any external governmental connection between them.
An excellent example of the Puritan distaste of expediency was the West¬
minster Assembly debate over whether or not the London ministers should be
given.the power to ordain. The Commons wanted the Assembly to vote the issue
on a pro tempore basis only, but the Scottish Commissioners wanted a precedent
set for the whole of their Presbyterian system jure divino. The discussion of the
point in the sederunt revolved around the Puritan fear of doing anything which
did not have divine approval as clearly evidenced in the Bible. John Lightfcot's
The Journal of the Proceedings of the Assembly of Divines: etc. (Works, ed. by
John Rogers Pitman, VoT. XIII.""Londoail824)j p. 125, Jan. 27, 1644, records the
interesting exchange of views. Chrles Herle* s reaction to one proposal of ex¬
pediency was typical "all things that am "infra, praeter, or contra regulam", are
sin. " The rule was jure divino and anything else was suspect, because it was
either extra-biblical or anti-biblical. . . anathema to a Puritan divine.
^John Wingate Thornton, The His. torical Relation of New England to the English
Commonwealth. (Boston: 1874, private printing, ) p. 5.
~ Cited by Carruthers, Everyday Work, op. cit., p. 12. This was part of
Thomas Cole's message to the House of LorcGT in the midst of the controversy over
jua divlnum.
^Thomas Edwards, Gangraa&a: or A Catalogue and Discovery of many of the
Errours, Heresies, Blasphemies ancTpe"micious Practices of the Sectaries of this
flme "etc. (London: 1646), p. 18. "
^ The re are some curious exceptions to this Puritan notion of absolute truth,
however. One of them had reference to bringing about the union of different
groups of brethren. E.g. the authors of the Heads of Agreement assented to by
the United Ministers In and about London: f ormerfy~callecTPresbyterian a1n3"Cbn-
~gregational. (London: T69l), pp.14,16, Sect. VtU, recognized both the WesISinster
Confession of Faith as well as the Savoy Declaration of Faith and Order (1658) as
being agreeable to the Word of God. Another example of this type of thing occurred
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in the Westminster Assembly debates over the decrees and how they were to be
worded in the Confession of Faith. In Alexander F. Mitchell et John Struthers feds.),
Minutes of the Sessions of the Westminster Assembly of Divines etc. (Edinburgh:
William Slackwood and Sons, 1874), p. 151, Sess. 520, Oct. 20, 1645, it is recorded
that George Gillespie moved that the wording should be in such a way that "every
one may enjoy his own sense. " It was an unusual event to find a Puritan allowing
such a subjective interpretation of theological language.
6
Samuel Rutherford, A survey of the spirituall Antichrist, Opening the secrets
of familisme and antinomianisme, etc. (London: 1648), pp.252, 253.
Richard Sibbes on the Holy Spirit's speaking in Scripture, as cited in Geoffrey
F. Nuttall, The Holy Spirit in Puritan Faith and Experience (Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
1946), p. 43.
8
John Dury, A Epistolary Discourse. ♦ .Written by Mr. John Dury to Mr. Tho.
Goodwin, et al (London: 1644)7 p. 217
9Vide Philip Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom with A History of Critical Notes
(New York: Harper & Brothers, 1878), pp. 736, 737, I, for a list of those" who wanted
Presbytery on a jus humanuzn basis (including Twisse, Gataker, Reynolds, Palmer,
and others), also a list of those who sponsored Presbytery jure divino (including the
Scots and the Smectymnuans.)
10
It is difficult to understand how orthodbox Presbyterians who espoused the "dev¬
elopmental theory" of church polity could conscientiously subscribe to a jure divino
theory at the same time. Any jus divimim argument had to begin with the assumption
that there was a hard and fast rule for church government found in scripture, but
as we have pointed out supra, Presbyterians admitted that much of their polity was
not found in the New Testament, because the Church was then only in its infancy.
Thus, Thomas Edwards, Antapologia: Or a Full Answer to the Apologeticall Narra-
tion of Mr. Goodwin, et al. (London: 1635), p. 70, is open to~c riticism whenTbe com -
plains "that" the Independent doctrine of "progressive interpretation" renders any govern¬
ment jure divino impossible. Edwards asks, "ought men in the matters of Religion,
and in things of the Kingdom of Christ to be Scepticks and so ir re solved, or ought
not men to be preswaded in their consciences?" i.e. by jus diviium- proofs.
11
Thomas Cartwright, A Directory of Church-government Drawn up and Used by
the Elizabethan Presbyterians (London reprint of 1644 ad. : James NisSet™^™"Co.,"
HSTZ), unpaged.
12
The title of the book which the London ministers produced was Jus Divinum
Regiminis Ecclesiastic! or the Divine Right of Church Government As3erted and
Evidenced by~the H<j.y Scriptures. (London: llalfe).
*^Baillie, Letters and Journals, op. cit., p. 317, II, public letter, Oct. 14, 1645.
Poor Baillie was quite taken with the IdealKat great opposition always meant that God
was on his side. Cf. Journals, op. cit., p.366, II, letter to Spang, April 23, 1646.
To this Scot, all opposition came from the devil. Perhaps he had never heard of
Balaam ?
l^One of the most misleading articles on this subject is that of Winthrop S.
Hudson, of Colgate-Rochester Divinity School, "D^enominalionalism as a Basis
for Ecumenicity: A Seventeenth Century Conception, " Church History Vol. XXIV:
236
No. 1 (March, 1955). On page 36, he writes, "they (ie. the Independents at
the Westminster Assembly) o^jtected not only to the Presbyterian claim that the
system of jchurch government which they proposed was jure diviao but were equally
unwilling to make such a claim for their own proposals."71 To support this claim,
the author gives the followingSquotations on page 48, ftat. (15): (1) "The Assembly
complained of the Dissenting Brethren that they never endeavored 'to prove that
way of church government which they practice to be the only way jure divino.'"
Cited from The Answer of the Assembly of Divines (London: 1645), p. C (2)
"Thomas Edwards also Sad complained that in the view of the Independents 'the
government and way of the church visible is so uncertain and doubtful! as that
little or none may be positively laid down and concluded as jure divino!" Cited
from Antapologia (London: 1644), p. 85. (3) "The Dissenting Brethren freely
acknowledged that this was true, saying that 'the greatest difference. . .betwixt
us being this, that the forms of government you pretend tc (and we deny) are
asserted, to be jure divino.'" Cited from A Copy of a Remonstrance (London: 1645),
p. 5, Hudson's conclusion then, is this: "Beyond this fundamental disagreement as
to the extent to which divine sanction could be claimed for a particular ecclesiastical
structure, the difference between the two parties was not great" (page 36). The
aim of his article is to show that the Independent repudiation (so-called) of jure
diviao polity is a basis for ecumenical union. Whatever the merits of sue Is .an enter-
prise, we must say that this is an oversimplification of more complex issues which
separated the Presbyterians from the Independents. Furthermore, as we shall
proceed to show infra, the Westminster Assembly Presbyterians (quotation no. "1",
Supra), were sadly .mistakes, about what their rivals actually believed; that Edwards
(quotation no. "2", supra), was both mistaken about the Independents and compromised
because of Presbyterian ''developmental" concepts of polity; and finally, that the
Independents maylhave denied divine right to Presbytery (quotation no. "3", supra),
but they did not intend to deny it to their own polity. Our main criticism of MrT
Hudson is that he has injected twentieth century ideas back into seventeenth century
settings. His view is Erastian. Thomas Goodwin et al. always refused to sub¬
scribe to it.
^Jolm Lightfoot* 3 Journal,op. ctt., p. 20, Oct. 17, 1643, records the fact
that Thomas Goodwin wished to~3I scuss the question of whether or not there is
any rule for Church Government in the Scripture. Lightfoot, however, proposed
that the Assembly first debate church government. Selden, on the other hand,
wanted to define the "church" first. Selden and the Independents were outvoted.
And by so doing, the Assembly paved the way for much of the controversy over jus
divinum which followed. Goodwin, writing in his Of the Constitution, Order, and
Discipline of the Churches of Christ (Works, 1696 ed.), p. 17b, complained that
this event caused the Presbyterians to resort to the phrase "it may be" in their
presbyterian propositions, when they should have been able to say "it should be".
In other words, Goodwin did not approve of" anything ecclesiastical which did not
lay claim to an exclusive divine right. Goodwin pointed out that by refusing
to discuss divine right first, the Presbyterian "proposition is so cast, that we
must directly oppose it with such grounds, as may shew, that this j?resbyte rian may
not be, without troubling our selves to consider, which of the Forme of Government
this should be" (p. 176, ibid.). Thus, the Independents did not know what they
were arguing against, because the Presbyterian system was not set up yet and the
Assembly had refused to define what they' meant (p. 179, ibid.). This turn of events
eventually forced the Independents to argue against the de facto church in Scotland,
rather than in favor of whatever polity the Assembly might decide on from the
Scriptures. And of course, this brought the Scots into conflict with the Dissenting
Brethren. For this reason, Goodwin was pleased about the Parliamentary queries
concerning divine right, when he wrote the "Epistle" to Thomas Hooker's A Survey
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of the Summe of Church-Discipline, etc. (London: 1648), unpaged. Goodwin writes
IHaFat long lailTthe Assembly will have to discuss the jus diviaum of church govern¬
ment. On this whole problem, vide Hetheringtoa, op. eliT, p. 153; R.W. Dale,
History of English Congregationalism (London: Hodder and Stoughtoa, 1907), p. 270;
7t7Thomai"Goodwin et al. , ~A Copy of a Remonstrance Lately Delivered in to the
Assembly (London: 1645), p75" The~only conclusion we can reach is that~Thomas
Goodwin had more concern for establishing church polity jure divino titan many in
the Assembly calling themselves Presbyterians.
^Richard Mather, Church-Government and Church-Covenant Discussed, In an
Answer of the Elders of the seve rail"Churches lit New-England T otwo and thirty
Questions", sent overto them by divers Ministers in England to "declare their judg¬
ments therein, etc. (Condon: 1643T™qtiestiona 30, ~51.
17
Ibid., p. 83. Cited by Henry M. Dexter, Congregationalism: What it is; Whence
it is; How it works, Why.it is better than Any Otiier Poitxi of Church Government; and
Its Consequent Demahds7~fBoston: Nichols ancTNoyes, 1855), on fly leaf. It should
Be"noted that the elder® admitted that they might be erroneous in their opinion, but
they were still "per3waded of It".
18
Henry Burton, A Vindication of churches, commonly called Independent: etc.
(London: 1644), p. 33 ~
19
Christ on His Throne, or, Christs Church-government briefly laid downe;
and how it ought to bee set upTin all Christian Congregations. Resolved in
Sundry Cases of Conscience" Ih7p7Y"I640), p.ITI ™
20
Cf. Arthur Barker, Milton and the Puritan Dilemma 1641-1660 (The University
of Toronto Press, 1942), pp. 19-347~CEap.II, "The One Right Discipline. "
21
-An Apologeticall Narration Humbly Submitted to the Honourable Houses of
Parliament by Tho. Goodwin et"al. (London: 1643), p7107" In the light of such
statements aiTcited in Christ "oh TJis Throne, supra, and from the Narration,
is plain that the IndependenHTbelieved their polity to be jure divino In so far
a3 they practiced it. They admitted, however, that God still might have more
light and truth to break forth from His Word. Vide supra on progressive inter¬
pretation. Therefore, Ephraim Pagitt, in his Heresiography, Or a Discription
of the Heretickes and Sectaries Sprang up in these latter times, etc. (fourth
"edition, London: 1647^ "The Epistle De"3TcaJory", unpaged, Ti" incorrect in saying
that the Independents "pretend that they have a perfect model of church govern¬
ment. " Nothing could be more untrue of the Independent position. Cf. Lewis Du
Moulin, The Conformity of the Discipline and Government of those who are common¬
ly called Independents to fEaFof the ancient Primitive Christians (London: 1680),
p. 59, '
22
Thomas Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op. cit., p. 39, italics mine.






^If the foregoing does not show that Hudson's view is erroneous, then we
would direct the reader to Thomas Goodwin's Constitution of Churches, op. cit. ,
Book II, p.41£f, entitled, "Of the Divine Institution of a Congregational CEurcH"
etc. The fact that Thomas Goodwin championed a jure diviao polity was one of
the things to which John Goodwin took exception in his correspondence with the
former, yide Two Letters Which passed between the Reverend Mr. John Goodwin
and the Author, concerning a Church-Covenant, (appended to the-Tburth volume of
the Works of Thomas Goodwin, Ib?6 ed.), p. 38. Thomas Goodwin's sentiments
in all these affairs are parallelled by another outstanding Congregational writer.
Vide W. Bartlet, IX NcTTP'A ftA or a Model of the Primitive Congregational way:
etc. (London: 1647), p. 7811., CEap". IV, "TEat this Church-state, with the Officers,
Ordinances, and administrations therunto appertaining, is of perpetuall use, to
the con ing again of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ, the instituter of it, with¬
out either alteration, or cessation. "
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Vide Albert Peel, The Savoy Declaration of Faith and Order, 1658 (London:
Independent Press, 1939), Sect. XXVI of .the part on "Order"7 CF. S. W. Carruthers,
The Westminster Confession of Faith (Manchester: R. Aikman and Son, 1937),
p.IJTJI Chap. XXXI "Of Synoos ahd Council311 (not in Savoy), Sect. I.
29
David Laing (ed.), The Letters and Journals of Robert Baillie, etc. (Edin¬
burgh: Robert Ogle, 1841), p."205, II, July 5, 1644.To Spang. Vide supra. The
issue, of course went to the roots of the controversy, because it involved the whole
question of the extent of the jurisdiction of particular churches. Cf. Richard
Baxter, Church Concord: etc. (London: 1691), p. 21ff., Chap. V, "Of the Extent of
a particular Church'*. Guilielmus A,pollonii, A Consideration of Certain Contro¬
versies at this time agitated in the Kingdom® oF England etc. ""(London: 1545), hai
a Chapter on the subject "Ot"EcclesiasUcal PowePF Vide Chap. IV, p. 43ff.
Samuel Rutherford, in his A peaceable and Temperate Plea For Pauls Presbyterie
In Scotland, etc. (London: 1642), likewise discusses the problem in propositions 3,
T7 13, 15, 16.
30
The search for an adequate statement of Independent thought concerning the
use of councils is not ended yet. Vide Douglas Horton, Congregationalism: A Study
in Church Polity (London: 1952), p. 17, Chap. II. ~
31
William Ames, The Marrow of Sacred Divinity, Drawee Out of the holy Scrip¬
tures, and the Interpreters thereof" arid brought into Method (London: n! d. ), p. 179.
Strangely enough, the Independents who"'followed Ames, discovered that they had
some other more noteable company. Baxter reported that Archbishop Ussher "of
his own accord. . . told me confidently, 'That synods are not properly for govern¬
ment, but for agreement among the pastors; and a synod of bishops are not the
governors, of any one bishop there present. " Vide J. M. Lloyd Thomas (ed.),
The Autobiography of Richard Baxter. (Everyman's Library, London: J. M. Dent
Ik Sons Ltd., 1931), p. 141. The position of Baxter, himself, regarding synods, is
somewhat contradictory. Geoffrey F. Nuttall, Visible Saints (Oxford: Basil Black-
well, 1957), p. 66, has some correspondence showing that Baxter was very close to
the Independent view of councils. Yet Dr. Nuttall also quotes from the Reliquiae
Baxterianae (II, 14, p.144 and App. IV, p. 76), where Baxter asserted that Independ¬
ents "too much exploded Synods. " Vide Visible Saintm, p.bOO. Whatever Baxter
really thought about Synods, at least one of his contemporaries quoted him in favor
of the Independent point of view. Vide Lewis Du Moulin, The Conformity of the
Discipline and Government of those who are commonly called IndependentsTo that
of the Ancient Primitive Christians (London: 1680), p. 14, who cites "the great
.ArcE^Bishop of Armagh, and Mr. Baxter" favoring the Independent idea of synods.
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32
Richard Mather, Church-Government and Church-Covenent Discussed, etc.
(London: 1643), p. 64. Cf. Thomas Hooker, A Survey of the Sumirte of Church-
Discipline etc. (London; 1648), p.l, Part IV, et John Norton, Responsio"ad "Totam
Quaestionum Syllogen a Clarissimo Viro Domino Quilielrao Apollonio, etc. (London: 1648),
p.iP9Af,~~Chap. X, "De"dassibua et Synodls'*.
^Thomas Goodwin and Jeremiah Whitaker (eds.), The Grand Debate Concerning
Pre shite ry and Independency By the Assembly of Divine a convened at Westminster
etc. (London:lb32), p. 115, part of the Reasons. Vide our appendix for a list of
dissents. They dissented to all the proportions concerning the use of synods as
voted by the Assembly.
of these extremists was William Dell, who wrote in his Uniformity Ex-
aroined, Whether it be found in the Gospel, or In the Practice of the Churches,
of Christ (LondoniIHTST), p. 49,""that "the spiritual 'Church is taught by the
aanointing (of the Holy Spirit), the carnal Church by Councels. " Only the radicals
would separate the leading of the Holy Spirit entirely from the meeting of ssodly men
in a synod. Some of the Presbyterians seemed to confine the Holy Spirit's operation
to their "godly synods", but these two views were exaggerated. An interesting story
was told by Henry Burton, in his A Vindication of Churches, commonly called Inde¬
pendent; etc. (London: 1644), p. 16, which illustrates the typical Independent fear
that synods might not have the leading of the H^y Spirit: "A Cardinal! in the Con¬
clave at Viterbium, after almost three yeares agitation about the election of a
New Pope, (as many yeares as we have been about to set up a Reformation, and the
foundation not yet laid) each Cardinal! ambitiously aspiring to be the Pope, one
of them rose up and said, Domine, etc. let us uncover the roofe of this Chamber,
seeing the holy Ghost cannot get unto us through so many tiles. "
looker, Survey, op. cit., p. 2.
36
Henry Burton, Conformitie'3 deformity, etc. (London: 1646), p. 3.
^^" jjohn Goodwinj, Certain briefe Observations. „ .etc. (London: 1644),
pp.12, 13. Gf. Burton, Vindication, op. cit., p. 12.
^Carruthers, Westminster Confession, op. cit., p.154, Chap. XXXI, "Of
Synods and Councils", Sect. IVI Nor was tms a new innovation in doctrine, be¬
cause the Thirty Nine Articles had also admitted the possibility of error in councils.
38
Thomas Edwards, The casting downe of the Last stronghold of Satan, etc.
(London: 1647), p. 154, as cited in jordan, op. cit., p.283, 111.
39
Cf. Samuel Rutherford, A free disputation against pretended liberty of
conscience etc. (London: 1649"), p.23, who tells "how a Synod cornpelieth17"
a"man's conscie nee.
40
Gillespie, An Assertion, op. cit., p. 208.
^ John Bastwick, Independency Examined, Unmasked, and Refuted (London: 1656),
"Epistle to the Reader'1, unpaged. Cf. ApoUoaius, op. cxtT, p. 89ff. chap. VI,
"Of Classes, and Synods, and their authority"; et WHTiarn Prynne, Twelve
Considerable Serious Questions touching Church Government etc. (London: 1644)
question *'Z".
42John Milton, Areopagitico, a Speech for the Liberty of unlicens'd Printing,
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to the Parliament of England. (Vol. I of A Complete Collection of the Historical,
'Political, and Miscellaneous Works of John Mil ten., efcT (Amsterdam: 1698)), p.
43U* Cf Du Moulin, op. cit, p. S.
^^Burton, A Vindication, op. cit., p. 40. One of the most remarkable
statements about this came from; the lips of one who was not an Independent.
Vide William Chillingworth, The Religion of Protestanst A f>afe way to Salvation
(Pondon: Henry G. Bohn, 1846 edition)', p'UZl.
^Charles Herle, The Independency on Scriptures of the Independency of
Churches: etc. (London: 1643), p. 18, on Acts 20:28.
.Apollonius, op. cit., pp.90, 91.
46
Robert Baillie, A Dissuasive from the Errours of the Time (London: 1646),
p. 112; Samuel Rutherford^ /. Peaceable and Bemperate~Plea"for"Pauls Presby¬
ter! a In Scotland, etc. (London: 1642) ~ proposit!ons "13n15", "16" deal with
subordination of*synods. Independents vehemently denied this charge. Vide
Thomas Goodwin et al. , An Aipologeticall Narration etc. (London: 1643), p.°T6
for an answer to many of'such Presbyterian accusations. Cf. Burton's answer
in A Vindication, op. cit., p. 21.
47
Gillespie, A.n Assertion, op. cit., pp. 137, 138.
p.187.
John Cotton, The True Constitution of a particular visible Church, proved by
Scripture, etc. (London: 1642), "p. 12. Ci. John Cotton's The Keyes Of the Kingdom
of Heaven, etc. (London: 1644, reprinted by Tappan and Dennet, 184T), p."44! ~
50.The name of "Independency" presented a semantic problem in the seventeenth
century. Presbyterians generally misunderstood it and Independents often had to
redefine it in order to absolve themselves from aspersions based on inaccuracy.
Baillie'3 Dissuasive, op. cit., p. 102. William Prynne, Twelve Questions, op.
cit. , p. 7 prop: J "12f",~give the typical Presbyterian viewpoint. For the Independ¬
ents, Vide Thomas Goodwin, Of the Constitution, Order, and Discipline of the
Churches of Christ (Works, If>96 ed. ), p. 221, IV."The Apologeticall Narration,
op. cit. , p. ZlT JohiiTCo~ok:, What the Independents Would have, etc. (London:-
1647), p. 2. Hugh Peters, "Epistle to "the Reader**" unpaged."of Richard Mather's
Church -Government and Church-Covenant Discussed, etc. (London: 1643). One of
the better known Congregational writers who did not jettison the name of "Independ¬
ent" was Henry Burton in his Vindication, p. 42, as cited by Baillie's Dissuasive,
op. cit., p. 132.
51
Apologeticall Narration, op. cit ., p.17.
b2Ibid., p. 21.
53
Thomas Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op. cit., p. 225.
^Ibid. , p.143. Cf. Cotton's Keyes, op. cit. , p. 84, "Synods meet but seldome."
45
Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op. cit. , p. 228.
56
Ibid. , p. 203.
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57Ibid., p. 211.
58Ibid., p. 143. To support this point, Goodwin says that the synods in Holland
never excommunicated anyone. . .even the Arrninians and Anabaptists. Further¬
more, neither Thomas Cartwright nor John Paget (two English Presbyterians)
allowed synods to excommunicate. Vide Constitution of Churches, op. cit. , p. 205.
59
Apollonius, op. cit., p. 37. Cf. Gillespie, An Assertion, op. cit., p. 32, who
attempts to prove "tSat there are representative churches on the basis of Exodus
12:3, 21. Gillespie says that God spake unto "all the congregation of Israel" but
the context shows that only the "elders of Israel" were present. Vide supra on
Old Testament versus New Testament.
60
Thomas Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op. cit., p. 65. At least one
modern scholar has made the erroaeous observation that Goodwin believed that
synods were "representative churches" or "churches of churches". But this was
true only of John Cotton and John Robinson, not of Goodwin. Douglas Horton,
Congregationalism: A Study in Church Polity (London: 1952), p. 25, writes: "The
'Dissenting Brethren^in 1648r~Hlistrating this thesis (i.e. about a synod being a
church of churches) from the account of the Jerusalem Synod in Acts XV, say in
so many words: 'The Elders of . . .Jerusalem (when this once became a synod
by the addition of the Elders of other Churches) ceased to be any longer a Presby¬
tery (that is, a group of Elders) to that Church, and must become with them a new
body to all the Churches, these other Elders did come from'"; citing the Reasons
of the Dissenting Brethren (London: 1648), p. 28. Horton seems to overlook two
things about the Dissenting Brethren: (1) this quotation does not refer to this "new
body to all the churches" as a "church", and (2) the debates in the Westminster
Assembly as well as Goodwin's subsequent book on government clearly reveal
that he did not agree with Cotton and Robinson on this matter of making a synod
a "representative church". Furthermore, Goodwin was often embarrassed by
Cotton's view of synods. Goodwin's concept of synods was different from Cotton's
or Robinson's primarily because his thought was developed during day to day
argumentation with the most learned Presbyterians of the century. Horton does
not realize what a massive influence the Westminster Assembly had on the theory
of the Independents which was not true of Congregationalists across the Atlantic.
And, of course, John Robinson was dead when the Assembly met.
^Thomas Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op. cit., p. 65.
62Ibid., p. 73.
63
Ibid. , p. 74. Vide supra on derivation of power from Christ to the Church.
64
Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op. cit., p. 75, citing an article of the
Church of England. *
65Ibid. , p. 76.
66Ibid. . p. 68.
61
Ibid., p. 122. One of the hallmarks of Puritanism was its insistence on
simplicity. In this respect, Independency was far closer to the core of the move-
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ment than Presbyterian ism which was a highly complex system of government.
Undoubtedly, this contributed to the eventual failure of Presbyterianism in England.
68Ibid,, p.213,
Ibid. , p. 2. Some Presbyterians despaired of founding their system of sub¬
ordinated assemblies on anything in the New Testament and had to resort to ana¬
logies with the civil courts. This opened the way for much Independent criticism.
Vide e.g. Gillespie. An Assertion, op. cit., p. 154.
70
Thomas Goodwin, Constitution of Church.es>. op. cit. , p. 62.
^Ibid. , p. 208.
72
Vide Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op. cit., p. 114, for a rather in¬
volved statement of this Presbyterian doctrine,~~viz. of each elder being an elder
of the universal visible church. Scottish tradition here ran counter to English
tradition and the Independents exploited it to the full.
73
Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op, cit. , p.187.





79Ibid., p.125. Cf. p.199.
80Ibid., p. 198.
Si
Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op. cit., p. 200.
82
Ibid., p. 221, mispaged, it should be p. 201. Although Goodwin was confused
about lay elders in Presbyterianism, his statement nevertheless shows the dis¬
tinction which should be made between Scottish and English Presbyterians regard¬
ing lay elders. The English were never reconciled to them although they were at
the heart of Scottish government. The statement also shows a typical Thomas
Goodwin mode of attack. . .i.e. by playing on the Wate hatred of the prelates and
the Court of high Commission. Again and again, Tuomas Goodwin attempted to
show the similarities between Presbyterianism and discredited Anglicanism. Cf.
pp.158, 214, Ibid.
83
Ibid. , p. 157. This is a very interesting statement in the light of recent
discussions between Anglicans and Presbyterians over the possibility of union.
The interest is not so much in the fact that an Independent of the calibre of
Thomas Goodwin suspected that Presbyterianism led eventually to one roan ..tyranny,
(what else could be expectdd from a Congregationalist champion?) but rather that
seventeenth century Presbyterians should have admitted that one man could be
permanent moderator. If this be true, then there is definitely a precedent for
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the "bishops in Presbytery" scheme proposed and now so hotly debated in Scotland.
Cf. Frederick J. Powicke, Richard Baxter's Via Pacis," Journal of the Presby¬
terian Historical Society of England, Vol. 2 (1920-1923), which is "a discussion
of Baxter's "bishops in presbyfery" scheme of reunion between Presbyterians and
Anglicans. "
84
Ibid., p. 282. Cf. Henry Burton, A Vindication, op. cit., p. 23. A hier¬
archical pyramid of power which antichrist could control-at the top was one
of the governing fears of many Independent apologists who conceived that the only
way to thwart such an eventuality was through decentralization of ecclesiastical
control. Cf. Goodwin, op. cit . , p. 6, et supra on eschatology.
85
Thomas Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op. cit., p. 215. Certainly, it
may be said that Goodwin had a keener sense of minority rights than thore of his
brethren who did not share his experiences in the Westminster Assembly.
86
Gillespie, An Assertion, op. cit., p.126.
87
Daniel Cawdry, The Inconsistencie of the Independent way, etc. (London:
1651), "Epistle to the Dissenting Brethren^ "unpaged. This shows the typical
Presbyterian misconception of the spiritual fellowship insisted upon by the Inde¬
pendents .
88
A Epistolary Discourse. . . Written by Mr. John Dury to Mr. Tho. Goodwin,
et al. TEondon: 1644), p.Z&f. *
89
Thomas Edwards, Reasons against the Independent Government of Particular
Congregations: etc. (London: 1641), p. 20.
90
Samuel Rutherford, The Due Right of Presbyteries etc. (London: 1644),
pp. 324-329. Cf. pp. 346-351.
91
William Prynne, T welve Questions, op. cit. , p. 3, Prop. "6".
92
Thomas Goodwin, The Government and Discipline of the Churches of Christ, pro
pos'd familiarly by way of Question and Answer. (WorksT"lb96 ed.), p. ZT, Vol. IV.
93
Thomas Goodwin, Constitution of Churches, op. cit. , p. 228.
94
Ibid. , p. 242, mispaged, it should be p. 244. The analogy of church fellowship
with Adam and Eve's relationship in the Garden of Eden was not patented by Inde¬
pendents, however. Cf. Robert Baillie, Dissuasive, op. cit. , p.196.
95
Christ ,on His Throne, or, Christs Church-government briefly laid downe; and
how it ought tcHbee set up in all Christian Congregations, etc. (London: 1640), p. 59.
Cf. Henry Burton, A Vinclfcation, op. cit., p.18.
96
Apologeticall Narration, op. cit., p. 21. Cf. Savoy Declaration, op. cit.,
Sect. ^XV of "Order"; RicharcFMafher, Church-government, op. cit., pp. 4, 5,
CONCLUSION
The deluge of seventeenth-century theological argument as represented by
the Presbyterian-Independent controversy still covers the earth. In our day,
the waters have scarcely begun to assuage in spite of the fact that three hundred
years have come and gone. * We believe that the principal reason for this has
been the inability of ecumenical engineers to gauge the depth of the inundation.
Few theological controversies have been so palpably misunderstood and many
2
writers have figuratively drowned, because they misjudged the current.
Our main contention in this study is that the Synodical-Congregational
dispute of Puritan times was much more than an argument about church govern¬
ment. The fashioning of a consistent ecclesiology involved other theological
doctrines as well, and those who would condense the Presbyterian-Independent
quarrel have often been guilty of oversimplification. It was not just "order vs.
liberty" or "presbytery vs. congregations". It was an entire theological point
of view as applied specifically to the concept of the Church and influenced by
eschatological preconceptions.
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Thomas Goodwin's place in this controversy is the more important because
in him were combined the two principal ingredients of the conflict, premillen-
malisrr and Congregationalism. He was one of the main figures at the West¬
minster Assembly,^ possibly the most influential ecclesiastical planner under
Cromwell, and one of the greatest Puritans of all time. The failure of Pies-
byteriani3rr was due as much to his efforts as to any other sipgle man's.
Most of the theological problems surrounding the Presbyterian-Independent
controversy have persisted into the twentieth century, thus certifying Solomon's
famous dictum that there "is nothing new under the sun".
One of the strangest phenomenona to come about in the three hundred years
since the 1640-1660 era is the shift in emphasis among the various successors of
the Puritan parties. There has been a tendency for Presbyterians to espouse the
tenets which seventeenth century Congregationalists championed, and a corres¬
ponding proclivity for many Congregationalists to "Presbyterianize". As early
as the end of the seventeenth century, we can see the beginning of this tendency
to shift positions. Vide Richard Taylor, A History of the Union Between the
Presbyterian and Congregational Ministers", In and About"London: And the Causes
of the Breach of it, (second"edition, London:~T598), where it is recorded that
the ""Presbyterlans~were now defending at least three characteristically Independent
concepts: (1) the reformed churches were not the last word in matters of theo¬
logical dispute; p. 6 (2) the first reformers were not infallible; pp.7, 25; (3) pro¬
gressive interpretation; p. 25. Of all Independent doctrines, perhaps the one of
progressive interpretation has been borrowed as much as any by subsequent Pres¬
byterian writers. Cf. R.M'Cheyne Edgar, Progressive Presbyte rianism: A Plea
For Liberty and Enterprise In The Church (London: Simpkin, Marshall, Hamilton
& Co. , 1894), p. 16Off., chap-Xlll, "The Duty of Advancing With the Times";
R. D. Whitehorn, "The Westminster Assembly and the spirit of its age14, The
Journal of the Presbyterian Historical Society of England, vol. 8 (1944-47), p.„92.
But if succeeding Presbyterian champions have tended to Congregationalize in some
respects, many Congregational brethren have wandered further from their origi¬
nal opinions. Here is a partial list of instances: (1) doctrine of'an infallible Bible.
Cf. P. T. Forsyth, Faith, Freedom, and the Future (London: Independent Press,
1955) pp.210, 262; Daniel Jenkins, Congregationalism: A Restatement (London:
Faber and Faber, 1954), pp.16, 19. 21; et our chap. on^'Divine Right". (2) opposi¬
tion to women preachers. Cf. our chap, on the "Ministry"; et Norman Goodall,
Congregationalism Plus (London: 1955), pp.41, 43. (3) doctrine of baptism being
offered only to children of church members. Now, Congre Rationalists baptize
children of parents outside the church. Cf. Douglas Hoiflon, Congregationalism:
A Study in Church Polity (London: 1952), p. 81; et Jenkins, op. cit. , p. 95. (4) Church
Discipline" in some Congregational mission fields and churches T£F handled almost
exclusively by the eldership instead of by the "people". Cf. Goodall, op. cit., p. 22;
et Jenkins, op. cit. , p. 99. (5) Election of ministers not confined to members of
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particular churches where the minister is to serve. Jenkins, op. cit. , p. 99,
implies that other churches should have a voice in choosing neighboring ministers.
(6) A centralization of church power in the hands of higher ecclesiastical assem¬
blies is now taking place in Congregational circles. Goodall, op. cit. , p. 7; Horton,
op. cit. p. 20; furthermore, Horton defends the seventeenth-century Pre sbyte rian
ilea that "a council is a kind of congregation" (ibid., p. 17). There are even indi¬
cations that the seventeenth-century opposition to a universal visible church is
being softened by the heat of modern ecumenical discussion. Cf. Goodall, op. cit. ,
p. 58f; Jenkins, op. cit., p. 85. (7) Forsyth, op. cit., p. 262, defended a new
chilis sir withoutThe *ie'cond coming.
Such a list as we have here outlined imparts the unavoidable conclusion that there
has been a marked "Presbyterianization" going on in the camp of modern Congre-
gationalists. In matters of baptism, eschatology, church discipline, election of
ministers, and councils, this tendency is evident. The most striking of all, perhaps,
is the centralization of church power that has come about since the seventeenth
century. It is this centralization which men like Goodwin feared most in the Pres¬
byterian scheme, because they felt that it would enable anti-christ to seize control
at the top of such organizational hierarchies. Undoubtedly, there are many modern
Independents who would not agree with some of the opinions of their fellows cited
here, but the only point we wish to emphasize is that there has definitely been a
crossing over from Presbyterian to Independent ideas and vice versa since the
seventeenth century. The lines of the controversy have not been maintained in
their original clarity.
2
In spite of the cumulative evidence which we have grouped together in this
thesis, there have been few writers in either recent or seventeenth-century times
who dared to admit that the Presbyterians and Independents v/ere worlds apart in
many theological conceptions. The tendency has often been to play down the differ¬
ences between the two groups of Puritans in the hope of eventual ecclesiastical
rapprochement. Cf. Winthrop S. Hudson, "Denominationalism As a Basis for
Ecumenicity: A Seventeenth Century Conception", Church History, XXXV:1 (March,
1955), p. 36; J. B. Marsden, The History of the Later Puritans etc. (second
edition, London; Hamilton. AcTans & Co. , 185¥), p. 7l; Peter Taylor Forsyth,
Faith Freedom & the Future (London: Independent Press Ltd. , 1955 reprint),
p7IT5T et Alexander F. Mitchell, The Westminster Assembly (London: James Nisbet
& Co. , ,1883), p. 2QGf. Puritans themselves, usually agreed with this group of
iEodern3. They felt that Presbyterians'-and Independents were very close together
and that ecclesiastical agreement was just around the corner. One of the most
quoted authors of the time was Charles Herle, in Ms The Independency on Scrip¬
tures of the Independency of Churches, etc. (London:164 "Dedicatory^ "unpaged:
^for'tEe difference betweene us and our brethren, that are for Independency, 'tis
nothing so great as you seemed to conceive it. we doe but (with Abraham and Lot)
take severall wayes, we are as (Abraham speakes) brethren still, and (as they
were) ready to rescue each other on all occasions against the common enemy; our
difference 'tis such as doth at most but ruffle a little the fringe, not any way rend
the Garment of Christ. . ." Cf. One More Blow at Babylon: etc. (London:
1650). p. 3. In the Assembly, Jeremiah Whitaker made a speech on Sept. 9, 1644,
in which he said that "our differences are not great". Vide S. W. Carruthers,
The Everyday Work of the Westminster Assembly (Philadelphia: published jointly
By"The Presbyteriah'Historical Societies of England and America, (1943), p. 75,
The An Apologeticall Narration etc. (London: 1643), written by Thomas Goodwin
et al."""claim-ad To differ less with Presbyterianism than the apologists had among
themselves, three years before. Vide p. 30. At the end of the century, the
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Presbyterians and Indspendents published their Heads of Agreement assented to
by the United Ministers In and about London: Formerly"cailed Presbyterian an3T
"Congregational (London: TEW)", in which they stated: "in all substantials we are
Fully of one mind" (cited from the unpaged "Preface to the reader").
Three of the greatest apostles of ecclesiastical peace were John Dury, Bichard
Baxter, and Jeremiah Burroughs. The last named divine pointed out many areas
of agreement between Presbyterians and Independents in his Heart Divisions.
Cf. his A Vindication of Mr. Burroughes, .Against Mr. Edwards his fbule /Tiper-
3 ion s, in Els spreading"Gangraena, and hi a AngryAnliapologia. etc'. (London:
r646V pTll" Richard Baxter's Church Concord etc. (London: 1691), p. 15-55, has
a list of ten supposed differences between Presbyterians and Independents which
are reconciled by Baxter. John Dury had a similar ambition to Baxter's: "By the
Grace of God I may be able to let them see that they (i.e. Presbyterians and
Independents) really agree in all those meanes which are any way Fundamental!"
(cited in J. Minton Batten's, John Dury Advocate of Christian Reunion (Chicago:
University of Chicago press, 1944),~p7T03i. Cf. "XTury's A Epistolary Discourse
Written. . .to Mr. Tho. Goodwin efc al. etc. (London: 1644), p.2z. Still another
author who polhteci to the seeming Agreement of the two greatest Puritan parties
was Lewis Du Moulin, in his The Conformity of. the Discipline and Government of
horse who are commonly called Independents'to that of the Ancient Primitive
CEFfsETahs~ (London: 1680), p. 131
^We have traced some of Goodwin's exploits in the Assembly in the appendix
volume. Vide articles "B" (Goodwin as the leader of the Dissenting Brethren),
"D" (Dissent in the Assembly), et "C"1 (Participation in the Debates).
History, like a kind Mistress, leads us
by the hand into her delightful Gardens,
and there reads Lectures upon every Flow¬
er, Plant, and Weed, and truly acquaints
us how this and the other sped well or
ill; and then assures us our Fortune will
be the same, if we be not so wise as to
take her word, but will be trying over
again the same Experiments upon our selves
or others.
George Bates, Ennchus Motuurr Nuperorurr (1685),
unpaged "Preface to the Reader".
